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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 


(Department of Financial Services) 

(VIGILANCE SECnON) 

Ne\vDclIii,thc 13th December, 2012 

S.O. 3649.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (i) of Section 3 of the Special Court (Trial of 
Offences Relating to Transactions in Securities Act, 1992, the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Jayanti Prasad 
(IA& AS : 1986) to the post of Custodian under the Special Court (Trial of Offences Relating to Transactions in Securities) 
Act, 1992 on deputation basis in the pay scale of Rs. 67,000-79,000 for a period of three years vve.f the date of assumption 
of charge of the post or till the office of the Custodian is wound up or till further orders w hichever is the earliest. 

[F No. 22/4/2003/VIG(V)l. Ill)] 
MRITUNJAY SINGH, Under Secy. 

(ti'jtw ) 

( ^ ) 

28 2012 

( ) 

W, 3IT, 3650.—^ H 3#4fwf, 1961 (1961 ^ 43 ) 34Tn ^ '4* 

^ ^ (4) (ill) ^ ^ WT^ 1 1997 ^ 31 

2002 ^ ^ ^7^^.33T. 193(33), 30 1999 3T?3T 3TT. 354(33) 1 2006 

^ (3|]^lfj|4> W-h f^^) '4’ ^IRcT 4R+17 ^ 3#47F^33T' ^ 3i%jlP|en W ^ 

'41'Ji’fl PiWd 

3fk ^T5d% 34lt^ ■F14id4 3TTf^ fe, WT Tf. 3, 

U 18, ^37133, 500081 t, 18. H3TI33, 

37 m ^-500081 3Tt?ifFl^ ^ 7^ t; 

3^ ^ yfeFR ^ ctlfnivj^ Tr^‘ 3?im 17%^ ^ 3-3-2009 ^ FT, 1 5/37/2006-371^-11 ^ 

^rcrlHsId ?T^ ■Q[^* 37k ^#11 H^rdT^ ^ 10-4-2012 ^ FT, 15/37/2006-37T^-II ^ 

FF?f)«R ^ 37^ -3^ 37^?itfn^ W W\ 3TjHY<H t; 

37cT: 37^, ^3^ 37MWT ^ ^ 80^^^-?FFT (4) (hi) ^ ^ ^ ^ FR^ 

^ 3TftRj;^ ^ 37 ^^ TTd! ^ 37?#4 3T'I^^«FI %.. ^ 

37 ^^ rT«IT yt^ifdd 1%t( ■^TT "3^ (iii) "^ tr^ 3TtFnfrT^ '91^ 37ffpgj^ ditol 

t I 


37^;^ 

T^’ "^FIFf 37Ti^ ^4ildK t^FTTHTSTl ^ aTtlflfh^ ^ FWTffT 

%ti W FTT^ ^ 375171 ^ WT W t I 

1 . (i) 3Tl^in i tF 3Ms6H ^ dlff 377t^®t7 ^4tNK ^=HidT4l 

(ii) y^d lf ^d 37^^gTT^ W FT, 18, H37T33, +F4!/d&4Tld-'R7^, 

f^-^4<NK, 3ny 3T^-500081 


(iii) 37l^lP l 4> W ^ ^ 


97.226 ^ 
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(iv) 

33T^ "Ht ^ 

l^tl) 'his fe)e4<^u| 

?iRr 3?^ -^T*^ ^ 

^ 7 75 - , - 

^ 8 89 892 - ^ 3RTOraR, WhU^m tem 3k TRmTf! 

^ 8 89 893 - smwj 31^ Wmf ^ • 4 ’ 4=.^IM 




89 894 



4ir4'iibdIM 


^ 8 89 895 - "qRt^ i^‘fsR^sFT 

(v) d<l^lM n^lfga f^Pitjlvrii ^5r9r<H 90.09 ■5lfcT?Trl 

^ 3lf!r?TcraT 


(vi) '4lRi|P*F'h FMFtF ^fFrflF IfM^F 4f Fit 
yPdVIddl 

9.91 FfFTO 

(vii) 3 ^?i 1^ ?F7r^41 Fit ^=^4?TF TFsFT 

05 ^4=il4F1 

(viii) 3R?fTi% ^ fF4?T (Tlf^ WJf 4) 

10,465 Fl^F. 

(ix) 34?4fF^ 9F4 t ^ 1^ Wf-^FIF F7 fF4^ 

(Trftr TFT^ 4) 

5,181 WTF?, 

(x) 34ttfFF? stfW ^ f¥4F 

TTf^ 37F47FFn fFFTH F7 fF4?T (Ff^ 

10,000 F. 

(xi) 3i^FjfF^ RTF? ^ 3TRF 414 aWlf^ld fcT^ 

■Fr4 2006 


\ 2. ^1Wini«h ■'TRv 4^ 3Topat^ l^'bl'H "97 ^HcfH f^4^l mR^Ivshi WTcT ^ 50 IJfWTRT '^4 ^ '^InT I 1%^ 
^ -RF?^ ii # ^l^lPicb •3i94h ^ Mik wr wr wr t, sMfw vm ^ t^FTfoi ^ cto 

^9Rm FT ^ Rft41^ eiFm 60 "SJ^ra ^ ^ ^ i 

3.33^Hr^ rc*'6w '4'^14 ’differ), ^ srrjM ■=3 #pit, ■?it4#w 3??fl«FT 

afk f^OT, 5ir«rij4^H 441 3 t^ 34?itfw^>T4^F^ ^ wi^r aRfq^ 

^ 3^^ ci)ruif^«h TTcff FT 31^ f4iF ^ I 

4. -^.SF. 354(3T),f^l 37^^, 2002 ^ % 6 ^(^) 4f 4tW4t ^(2)4 Sfe^Ma ^ 4t 

3l1^lni«h ■9F4 ^ Pq^^Vq 34gilPl4i ^ ^ TTFRT yfcRIcJ ^ 3Tf«RFr F( Ff5^ R#* I 3141^4 ^ 1^ 

^ 374 1^ 34t 344^ TI3=4f FT F7l F5T^ ^ 941^4414 FTI^ 37^ '^FFT ?cRT^ ^ I 

5. ^r4yft Mvi 4 f4f 4t^ ft fr41f ^ ci i »j ^ r'641 4 >i»^h ^ 3Pk^ faiPif^^d Ph41 9if4?>Rl gra f44?ft 

9rF^ 1 f4?T ft 37fFFT4t FTTFIf tF4?T ^ aT^R^F 3TTF?F4f? 37^4^^ ^4!^ T^r^ ^ | 49 ^rr <Hl ^ 37faR 3rgm 4 km 
^Il^RI I 

6. 37fFfWT ^ 3FF4rr FR ?fTF ^ 37fF^qpFT ^ ^ 1 (vii) ^’^f^HslcI F>t ^ S^MfFFT W 4WR 
^ FT^ ^ %7T ^ TTWi I 

7. 37lf^5?T IIfFFT^ ^FFIcW Tfe: 9T^ %, t^OFK STfFF ^ ^IfF 3^41fFFJ F1F> FTT FFT^ F# TT^FT 
f^’3FFFvT 31 MfFF. 1961 FTO 805TF?'5^1F-FRT (4) '^745 (iii) ^ 31 fMf m FFF IfJFT FTRT t I 
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8. ^ 31-3-2006 cT^ ^'l3TT'^ 3=nwi: 3#4f^PFr, 1961 5^TRT 80^1^ (4)(iii) ^ 

^ 'FH ^ ^ ^ W 2008 ^ 34:^ 345*^ 34^8^? 

I 


9 . 34RF5T F^ omTTT F«IT 31Tf^®g t^T^K ^4HldMl %, t^RRK 3TFRRTT ^ fSFRt 

34src??5iT ^ ^ ^ ; 


(0 341^ ^ 3TT^ FT 4RF7R ^ 34^pTtF^ FFT t, ^4fF' T|^/fF«FT •gT fi ’ ^Rl f 

34«M FTrt' ^ cIT^Od TJjSRI KR ¥t Ff t I 

(ii) FF "ST? sfhatf^ FTFf ^ 34F4S4R ^ 1^ t f^RT^ 1^ f^rft 34=F FTF F FFR ^ 34^iffcR 

■^n ^ 1 


10. ^Tirf 34 [^<A®h I«NI4 ^FFTRRfl ’0’d< %., 'gFl 3 ^£j)Pi'^ FR> (SlFtn^ 3fF4RFi?rf FFFvF) cRT F^IrR 

FF 3434 ^ 39sfi'H ( 34Ffct^ 34cTftcft 3FsFF) FF FTFRlftcT FiT^ HlHd F, 3fr(TF4TrTt TTF 44^^ FF^FF 

34FT4F ^ 34OTFKlf T^' 34FM ^FsFh ^ Ph^F lRcl '^TR Fit FfF T4TF 34hnf^r^ FBTF61 4lfF ' 4 l d4 , 3f fe | tf ^ T F) ^ 
fFFTF, R?rln FFF, f^^-l 1 Fft FfFRTT ^FIT^ F^ 4JFFT ^ I 


1 L 144 34fy4JFFl ^Pc^P^sla TTf! ^ 44TF-44TF sffefjfF^ FTF? F^RFI, 2002 F' ^llPHd FF 7T?^ Fn FTRF F44 34FfV ^ 
■^TTF lFiFT FfTFT %RIF "^^FTFI ^ 3TFTFF RTF FFH^ FTI^ | '^FTJ 341^'^^ flFFTI '^FFIRFFt 3JT1^ fR., ^^ ' 4 I s(f< 

?31T 1^ 1T?f ^ 34^FTRF 34FFTR ^ FTFR F ^ FRFFT FF^ 34^jfe FTFF H FFTcft t I 

12. FRFFT 34^FIFF 1^ FftF^RFT WF F Fit^ TTRHtF FT FfsRF F 3TfFFTF 3TFFT 34TF^ 'gTF %fI FRF^FF 

F«F FTt FFR F FFRF affefrfFFT FTF^ FF 3T^F^ 34FT^ ^ RIFFT I 


[ 34fF45^ R- 55/2012m F. 178/49/2009-34T.FTT.fF.-l3 

"^F RFf, 34FR Fte 


(Department of Revenue) 

(CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES) 

New Delhi, the 28th December, 2012 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 3650.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (hi) of sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as tiic said Act), has framed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193 (E), dated the 3()th March, 1999 for the period 
beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number SO. 354(E) dated the 
31st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. iLABS Hyderabad Technology Centre Private Ltd. having its registered office at iLABS Centre, 
Building No. 3, Plot No. 18, Software Units Layout, Modhapur, Hyderabad-500 081, is de\ eloping an Industrial Paris at Plot 
No. 18, Software Units Layout, Town/Tehsi I-Modhapur, District-Hyderabad, AP-500 08 1 , 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/37/2006-ID-II dated 3-3-2009 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned therein as subsequently 
amended vide Ministry of Commerce and Industry letter No. 15/37/2006-ID-II dated 10-4-2012; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IAof the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. iLABS Hyderabad Technology Centre Pvt. Ltd., Hyderabad, as an industrial park for the purposes of the said clause 
(iii) subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure of the notification 


k il, lil. 1 


: ri. 


H« 4 I 
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ANINEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an industrial park by M/s iLABS Hyderabad Technology Centre Pvt. Ltd., Hyderabad: 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial unit iLABS Hyderal^d Technology Centre Pvt. Ltti., Hyderabad 

(ii) Proposed location Plot No. 18, Software Units Layout, Town/Tehsil-Madhapur, 

District-Hyder^d 
Andhra Pradesh-500 081 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park 97.226 m^rs 

(iv) Proposed activities 

Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 
NIC Code EJescription 


S.No. 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 

A 

7 

75 

— 

— Communication services 

B 

8 

89 

892 

— Data processing, soft^re development and 

computer consultancy' services 

C 

8 

89 

893 

— Business and management consultancy 

activities 

D 

8 

89 

894 

— Architectural and engineering and other 

technical consultancy activities 

E 

8 . 

89 

895 

— Technical testing and analysis services 


(v) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for Industrial usd: 

90,09% 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for commercial use ‘ 

9.91% 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial 
units 

05 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

Rs. 10,465 Lakhs 

(ix) Investment on built up space for 
Industrial use (Amount in Rupees) 

Rs. 5,181 Lakhs 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Deve¬ 
lopment including investment on 
built up space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

Rs. 10,000 Lakhs 

(xO Proposed date of commencement 
of the Industrial Park 

March 2006 

2, The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cost. In the case of an Industrial Park which prpvid^ built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of%e total 


project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifi^Ie and are provided on commercial terms. 
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dated “'T" Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of SO. 354(E) 

dated the 1st Apnl, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
tiurpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessaty approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
foreign ^nyest^nt Promotion Board or Reserv e Bank of India or any authority' specified under any law for the time being 
in torce, shall be taken separtely as per the policy and procedures in force. 

M benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of this 

Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. ^ 

Hyderabad Technology Centre Pvt. Ltd., Hyderabad, shall continue to operate the Industrial Park 
during the period m which the benefits under clauc (in) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the Income-tax Act 1961 are to 
be availed ’ 

V h* MustrialPark did not commencoby 31-3-2006, fresh approval will be required under the Industnal 

cL *” applicability under that Scheme for availing benefits under sub-section 4 (iii) of 

SecUon 801A of the Income Tax Act, 1961. v ^ 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s iLABS Hyderabad Technologt Centre Pvt Ltd . Hvderabad shall be 

solely responsible for any repercussions of such inv alidity, if; ' ' 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(u) It is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. iLABS Hyderabad Technology Centre Pvt. Ltd,, Hyderabad, transfers the operation and 
maintenance of the mdustnal park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i c,, the transferee undertaking), the 
tmasferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial 
Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy' and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the 
agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 

withdraw the above approval in case M/s. iLABS Hyderabad Technology Centre Pvl Ltd.. Hy derabad fails to comply with 
any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any' material fact, will invalidate the approval of the i ndustrial park. 

[Notification No 55/2012/F. No. I78/49/2009-rrA-I] 
SU1L\BH1 SHARMA, Under Secy, 
^ ^ 

[ #.#.133?. (1972 ^ ftrtm 74 ^ ] 

17 2012 

■gs. 20/2012 

13-9-2012 #T 1972 # ftTrtrt 48 # 1-1-2013 


[PF,# II(3)08/2010/|#-I] 

#. #. 
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OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, CENTRAL EXCISE AND SERVICE TAX 
[Under Rule 74 of the CCS (Pension) Rules, 1972] 

Bhopal, the 17th Deoonber, 2012 
SI. 20/2012 

S.O. 3651.—The application dated 13-9-2012 for Voluntary Retirement tendered by Shri Pradeep Garud, 
Superintendent, Customs, Central Excises and Service Tax Hiirs., Bhopal is accepted with effect from 1st January, 2013 (F.N.) 
under Rule 48 of CCS (Pension) Rules, 1972 and he will be retiring from Government Service accordingly. 

[F.No.n(3)08/2010/Et.I] 
Dr. D. K. VERMA, Commissioner 

20 2012 

g»r, 3652.—arfrrfwr, i96i ^ lO ^ (23^) (vi) ^ ^ 

■ri. 08/2012-13 26-10-2012 ^ ^ ^ ^ rif «Tt 1 1 

^ ^ IT MfuNici 'spigr ^ i 

: ^3TT^/3T3TT3Tr/C5. )/^/10 ( 23Tft) (vi )/2012-13/5108 ] 
51^ TF^T, 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF INCOME-TAX 
CORRIGENDUM 
Jaipur, the 20th December, 2012 

S.O. 3652.—Vide Notification No. 08/2012-13 dated 26-10-2012 “The Manipal University, Jaipur” was approved 
for the purpose of sub-clause (vi) of clause (23 C) of Section 10 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2C A 
of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. In Para 1, line 3 “The Manipal University, Jaipur” should be read as ‘Manipal University, 
Jaipur’. 

" \ -- [No. CCrr/JPR/Addl. err (Hqrs.)10(23CXviy2012-13/5108] 

' BRIJESHGUPTA, Chief Cornmissioner of Income-tax 

- 20 2012 
'R. 09/2012-13 

3jr. 3653.—arpi^ fwr, 1962 ^ Pm 2 Tit "q Tii«T wrrir srfirfwT, 1961 (1961 ^ 43^) 

m 10 ^ (23Tft) ^ ^-«nTr (via) ^ ^ 'sm Tteqf 4F5 t TPihT ^ arrw 

2012-13 ^ ^ ^ “TTnftoT ^ ^ t I 

2. sRT^ TlfrlfiT >jHr4efvT fWT 1962 ^ frPPT 2 Tit 1^ ^ *93#? 1961 WO 10 ^ 

(23Tlt) (via) ^ *r>l4 I 

[sFW :'53TT3lT/3?3lT31T/(^. )/^/10 (23Tlt)(via)/2012-13/5n4] 

IFH, 3TPPFiT 

Jaipur, the 20th December, 2012 
No. 09/2012-13 

S.O. 3653.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-clause (via) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act. 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA of the Inoom^;tax Rules, 1%2 the Chief Commissioner of Income-tax, Jaipur 
hereby approves “Santokba Durlabhji Trust Fund, Jaipur^’ for the purpose of said Section for A. Y. 2012-13 and onwards. 

2. Provided that the society conforms to and complies with the provisions of sub-clause (via) of clause (23C) of 
Section 10 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 read with rule 2CA of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[No. CCrr/JPR/Addl. err (Hqrs.)10(23Q(via)/2012-13/5114] 
BRUESH GUPTA, Chief Commissioner of Income-tax 
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<3t£i sftr F»i4'*ir^ch fgfrfipcnr Tfanr?^ 

( HtWNrTT ITTO^ ) 

( *rTT#^ **1^) 

2012 

m. 311. 36 54.—(woH) I988 ^ftpnn(4)^^-ftf5m(5)4 3pm^-q,^ 

3^ aiftnjTqn i ft; ftn 5n?Mi ^ m!4W 3?34 J^ t^' fti; Tfn #_ q ^ f^ Tn; t:_ 

3)5^ 


sP? 


'b<"^ 

■sFt^er 

W\ dT^T 

T3FT^ 

HI HT 

HTT 

31^HFT 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

K^ r P 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 


3883683 29-10-2012 


2. 3843267 31-10-2012 


3. 3825366 28-9-2012 


4. 3889392 19-10-2012 


3nf^ i, 

^ 57, 58 

cTTg^ 

Ffcim 

U 708, 

■«h’^0=1141, 
wi'cid, 
f^TeTT «6Wl^<, 
PMI^-416234 

■TCTi. 344, 

■^1^^-431603 

Klid '^. 7^-67, 

'61‘icn 


5. 3889897 21-11-2012 


W7r^-416236 

^^13^ TTST 1^^)l<2il 
T3:2TSfTf^, 

745, 

35-TfTcTRr TTg" 

^Tefl 'Jtn, 
■^KI'^-412205 


( W'^Pd^h 
-STcTM) 


^'Jld 

31c1M) 


fH’Kd 

31r)iqi) 


aflTTTf^ 
317^H^250^ 
^ 3Tk^Rfj3PT ^ 
16 


'^Al^d 

yr^rd<47 

'3TeTr^) 


14543 


2004 


14543 


2004 


14543 


2004 


1293 


2005 


14543 


2004 




,.(^ i:t 


[m II~^ 3(ii)] 


«rRcT^TT^ 2012/4^8, 1934 


8647 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

6 3889901 23-11-2012 ^ - 12785 1994 

■jnf^ Rnf^is, — y+k 

■nSTT. 2211, 
dWOM ■^TTRl, 

'fmm 

ftRR, 

Wr^-416407 


[U y1^H4l/13 : 11] 
T^*T. Fitr, 1^* 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 10th December, 2012 

S.O. 3654,—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

Licence 

Giant 

Name and Address 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. 

Part 

Section 

Year 

No. 

No. 

Date 

of the Party 






(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 


1. 3883683 29-10-2012 M/s Aryan Aquatech 

Pvt. Ltd., 

PlotNo.D57,58, 
MIDC Taswade, 
TalukaKarad, 

District Satara, 
Maharashtra 

2. 3843267 31-10-2012 M/s Shriram Foods and 

Beverages, 

GatNo. 708, 

Village Kai^wadi, 
TalukaKarvir, 

District Kolhapur, 
Maharashtra-416234 


Packaged Drinking 14543 2004 

Water (Other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Water) 


Packaged Drinking 14543 2004 

Water (Other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Water) 


3825366 28-9-2012 M/s Preeti Pure Water, 

Packaged Drinking 

Gut No. 344, 

Water (Other than 

Dhakni, 

Packaged Natural 

TalukaLoha, 

Mineral Water) 

District Nanded 


Maharashtra-431603 



14543 


2004 
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(1) (2) (3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 


4. 3889392 19-10-2012 M/s Ni-San Cords, Plugs and Socket 1293 

Plot No. A-67, Outlets of 250 Volts 

Kagal Hatkanangale, and Rated Current 
Five Star Industrial Area, upto 16 Amperes 
Kagal, 

District Kolhapur, 

Maharashtra-416236 


5. 3889897 21-11-2012 M/s Raj Vishakha Enter¬ 

prises, Gat No. 745, 

A/P Velu, 

Pune-Satara Road, 
Taluka Bhor, 

District Pune, 
Maharashtra-412205 


Packaged Drinking 
Water (Other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Water) 


14543 


6. 3889901 23-11-2012 M/s. Bhaba Engineering 

Pvt. Ltd., 

Gat No. 2211, 

Tasgaon Phata, 
SamaniMala, 

Malgaon, 

Taluka Miraj 
Distria Sangli, 
Maharashtra-416407 


Irrigation Equipment - 12785 

Strainer - Type Filters 
Specification 


(7) (8) 


(9) 

2005 


2004 


1994 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
B. M H ANEEF, Scientist ‘F’ and Head 

17 2012 

W. 3IT. 3655.— Wtq ^ ('SmPT) 1988 ^ fsfpFR (4) (5) ^ 




W<£MI 



^ TFT 

RT FTT 


HFTTTT./W 

1. 

3886184 

07-11-2012 

207/4, Hitrll, 

sfk TTFTT 

TT. m 3854 : 1997 


TFT H'Pl't 4-5, 

__ ^-400104 _ 

[TT.^iaf%/13 : 11] 

R. vdlHpW^lcbt, ‘tTTifr’ (RJ?-^1^-111) 

New Delhi, the 17th December, 2012 

S.O. 3655.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in the 
following Schedule: 


II 'I 




1 


'•iTirTin 


p. • I 


ii ) in 4«. M. 
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SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

Licence Grant 

No. Date 

Name and Address Product 

(Factory) of the Part}' 

IS No/Part/Sec Year 

1. 

3886184 07-11-2012 

Sanjay Industries, Switches for domestic 

183854:1997 


207/4, Second Floor, and similar purposes 

Ashirwad Indl. Estate, 

Ram Mandir Road, 

Goregaon - West 
Mumbai - 400104 

[No.CMD/13:lll 

A. S. JAMKHINDIKAR, Scientist ‘F’ and Head (MDM-III) 


20 2012 


W, 3ff. 3656.—RFFF ^ 1987 ^ 7 ^ ( 1) ^ (13) ^ 'IKoIh 

Wpn WT i ^ Pqq^wi ^ ■4' ■>R( t, ^ RR f :— 



3iR 

TOR 

TanfRR RR#T RPIRTCR?!) Rft R^ 

RR RR#3 RfRR> SKI 

RR^ RPTR7 3Taf3T RTR^‘, RfR 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

14992 :2012/3TT^3Tr 

3919 : 2005 ^TRR^ ~ 

?TNR Rf5R R^ RfFR; 

(R^ ^Rft^) 


313^2012 


^ RRcftR MH<+iT 3ft 'StfRRf RRcftR RT33T "SJCt, RT33i’ R33, 9, rM, R^ RcnV 110002, 

RJTrW : R^ 4)ld4) l cH , R«F ?TI^ : ai^RW, 

T^m^, t^RRK, RIR^, RR^, RRl^^, R^, fR^RRRTT^ t I 


[•^ RlRM/5(t-3.5] 
RR. ^^«Rt, 't^RT’ R^‘Rg^(Rtlft^) 


New Delhi, the 20th December, 2012 

S.O. 3656.—In pursuance of Clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed has been established on the date indicated against each : 


SCHElHjL£ . 


SI. No. & Year of the Indian Standards No. and Year of Indian Standards, Date of Established 

No. Established if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 


( 1 )_ 0 _ 

1. IS 14992; 2012/ISO 3919:2005 — 

Coated Abrasives - Flap wheels 

with shaft (first revision) __ 


(4) 

October 2012 


Copy of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Ifyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 


Patna, Pune, Thimvananthapuram. 


[RefPGD/G-3.5] 

S. CHOWDHURY, Scientist T’ &Head(PGD) 
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^ 20 2012 


3657,—3987 ^ 7 ^ ( 1 ) ^ 7^ (7^) ^ -4- 


^ PPT^ ^ wn t^‘ ^ 

TTTsqr 


3^ 

WTtsnr ftfei 

%f87 


0 ) _( 2 )_ 

1. 3TT^ 2030 : 1989 W{\ - 


(3) _ (4) 

1 "^(1^2012 


^ ^ WitR ^ tth^ 

j ^ t^, =hl<nchiai, ^ 51 ^, ^«TT 7TT7§T ^JFtM' : 

Tsrqy, tistt 1^ toi^ 4 t' i 


New Delhi, the 20th December, 2012 

S.O. 3657. In pursuance of Clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been amended on the date indicated against each :— 


SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

No. and Year of the Indian Standards 

No, and Year of 
the amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall have 
effect 

(1) 

(2) 

G) 

(4) 

1, 

IS 2030:1989 Box Spanners - 
Specification (Second Revision) 

1 

September 2012 


Copy of this Amendment of Standards is available for sale with the Bureau ofindian Standards, Manak Bhavan 
9, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Cliandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices ; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram 


[Ref. PGD/G-3.5] 
S. CHOWI9HURY, Scientist‘F’and Head (PGD) 

20 2012 

3 ff. 365 8.—fqqR, 1987 ^ 7 ^ ( 1 ) ^ 7^ (7§) ^ if RRcftR RPf^ 

^'RTTT t RkhI’H H!i=h R)T fqq<.w| IVlT iRTT ^ iM/iTT^ f :_ 




sFR 

MlRfh ^ 

^ RTRftRRH^ ^ 

^?S7TfRff1MR 

3#sFfq?T RTTTftq RPT^ 
RSIRT RR^*, rI^ 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

62271-1 : 2007 
^ fwTriplet 3fk 

RFT 1 RIHM f^r^|p<t^| 

3TTf TR3 12729/371^^ Tit 
60694 : 1966 

20 f^^i^{,2012 



IT 


tuTTiniiir 


!l 






ii_- ^ 3(ii)] _ ;f^^P^29,2012/^8. 1934 _8^ 

^ MTTdiil HH4) ^ ^kcHm TTFRF 9, W5 “^STR HhI, RrcnVl 10002, 

^ f^, C^ld4) l (1l , M»4 \ * \ ri , •^, ^ ^*n ?TI^ <h\MM : iqWlcT, 

i]c< | ^ i eX ^<<NK , RT^, ^1FT57, if %% ^^7^ t I 

^08/^-44] 
‘■^’ (f^ aqiil^rO) 


New Delhi, the 20th December, 2012 

S.0.3658.—In pursuance of Clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed has been issued:— 


SCHEDULE 

SI 

No. 

No. and Year of the Indian Standard 

No. and Year of the 

Indian Standards, if 
any, superseded by the 
New Indian Standard 

Date of Establishment 

(1) 

0 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS/IEC 62271-1:2007 High \bltage 
Switchgear and Controlgear Part I: 
Common Specification 

IS 12729:2004/IEC 
60694:1966 

20 December, 2012 

. — Lt- i\ CVirkK 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
7.afar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices; New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices ; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 


Patna, Pune andThimvananthapuram. 

[Ref ET08/T-44] 


R. C. MATHEW, Scientist ‘F’ and Head (Electrotechnical) 


20 2012 

W. W. 3659.—1987 ^ft^7^^’?tw (1)^^ (W) ^313^17^ 


3t5q^ 


WIT #4^ 

^ SET 

STfdsRpHdi ‘MRd'pM 
arsRT MH«hT, ^ 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. ^ T^/aTI^ 60079-28 :2006 : 

PdwUI MA|ic|<ui 28 
rdr«h<«l ^ 4 MW 


20 P<^, 2012 

2. ^tJTFT/anfTRt 60079-30-1 : 2007 : 

«TFT 30 

371^ 14774 (Part 1) 

20 2012 

3. 371^ T^77/3#3t 60079-30-2 :2007 : 

M4td<wi ^ 30 
■^V?TT ^ TIN 2 

14774 (Part2) 

20 2012 

Tic( 



^ MMkPyfer 


- ^ - — - 


Ii63i aTjn~^ 
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10 _( 2 )_ 

4. IS/IEC 60079-31 :2008 

^ 31 ‘ ^ ^ ?RT 


(3)_ (4) 

20f^P^,2012 


^ FT ^ Whr ttpt^ 9, PFT, ^ f^-n0002 ^ 

J ^ ^ W«TT ?7P§T WlfcPlf : 

i?i?T3T, wr^, ^ ^«TT rd^c<>i>r1 l ^<q i^‘ f^ ^ f , 


^22/^-86,^-87,^-88.^-89] 
34R ‘t^’ T^* (f^ ^h14>1 ) 

New Delhi, the 20th December, 2012 


^ pursuance of Clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules 1987 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been issued :— 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and Year of the Indian Standards 

No. 

No. and Year of the 

Indian Standards, if 
any, superseded by the 
New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

0) 0 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS/IEC 6(X)79-28:2006 Explosive 

Atmospheres Part 28 Protection 
of Equipment and Transmission 

Systems Using Optical Radiation 

— 

20 December, 2012 

2. IS/IEC 6(X)79-30-l; 2007 Explosives 
Atmospheres Part 30Electrical 

Resistance Trace heating Section 1 

General and Testing Requirements 

IS 14774 (Parti) 

20 December, 2012 

3. IS/IEC 6(X)79-30-2:2{X)7 Explosives 
Atmospheres Part 30 Electrical 

Resistance Trace heating Section 2 

Application Guide for Design, 

Installation and Maintenance 

IS 14774 (Part 2) 

20 December, 2012 

4. IS/IEC 60079-31; 2(X)8 Explosives 

Atmospheres Part 31 Equipment 

Dust Ignition Protection by 

Enclosure “t” 


20 December, 2012 


Copies of these Standard is are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Z^Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices; New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur Kanpur Naemir 
Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. ’ > . 

[Ref ET 22/T-86, T-87, T-88, T-89] 
R. C. MATHEW, Scientist ‘F' and Head (Electrotechnical) 


'iiimrnfir' 
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mM, 3660.— 3?M5rW, 1947 (1947 

^ ^ 31^ -3:5# 

^ 31 ^ 

■#!s2TT 11/1999) ^ S^fcH l fira Wt t, -sit ^ 

27-11-2012 ^ 3fM l^qr «1T I 

[U 1^^-12012/153/1998-3111 3TR (#-!)] 
31^ 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 29th November, 2012 

S.O. 3660. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 11/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-11-2012. 

[No. L-12012/153/1998-IR(B-I)1 
SURENDRA KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEJCURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, PRESIDING 
OFFICER 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 11 of 1999 

Between 

Sh, Phool Chand, 

C/o Sri B, P. Saxena, 

426W-2BasantVihar, 

Kanpur. 

AND 

The Regional Manager, 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur, 

Abhai Bhawan, 

Frazer Road, 

Patna. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mol, New Delhi, vide 
noufication no. L-12012/153/98/IR (B-I) dated 8-1-99, has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribunal. 


1 Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur, Patna in terminating the 
services of Sh. Phool Chand from Fdsruary 96 is legal and 
justified ? If not to what relief the workmen is entitled ? 

3. Brief facts are- 

4. It is claimed by applicant Sri Phool Chand that he 
is a man of 41 years of age and his qualification is M. Com. 
and he is resident of Kanpur. He was appointed as a 
temporaiy clerk at the bank’s Kaushalpuri Branch Kanpur 
on 12-11-73. In three spells he worked for 171 days in a 
calendar year when his service were abruptly terminated 
by the bank without assigning any reason, notice and 
payment etc. After termination of the applicant, bank 
appointed fresh temporaiy hands. Later on the bank 
appointed him as collecting agent as from 5-8-77 at Birhana 
Road Kanpur. He continued to work as collecting agent 
from the date of his engagement as collecting agent UU 
9-7-86. When the applicant was verbally advised not to 
make any further collection but assist in the branch as a 
clerk, During this period from 1977 to 1986 as well beside 
the duties of collecting agent the claimant was required to 
perform clerical dutiers at Birhana Road Kanpur Branch 
for the hill office hours. Thereafter the bank took clerical 
duties in Birhana Road Branch Kanpur after 9-7-86. 
Thereafter he raised an industrial dispute before ALC 
Kanpur on 9-6-89, but the conciliation proceedings 
however ended in failure and a failure report was sent to 
the Mol, New Delhi, and the matter was referred for 
adjudication by Mol, New Delhi. Non reference of the 
Industrial Dispute emboldened the management of the 
bank who continued to utilize the services of the claimant 
as a clerk at Birhana Road, Kanpur for the full office hours 
ofthatbranch until Feb. 96. Thereafter the bank terminated 
the services of the applicant. Initially the applicant was 
paid Rs 600 as salaiy in cash in the year 1986, by the 
manager of the bank which in course of time was raised to 
Rs, 1500 per month in 1994 and continued to be paid until 
February 1996, A receipt on plain paper over revenue stamp 
was obtained by the manager each month. 

5. He stated that he worked continuously for more 
than 240 days preceding 12 calendar months from the date 
of termination of his services. In this way the applicant 
worked for the bank from 12-11-1973 until Feb 1996 for 
about 23 years. In this way the bank not only exploited the 
labor of the claimant during prime time of his life without 
affording him any regular employment, thus the bank has 
breached Section-2 (ra) as well as 25F, 25G and 25H of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, along with rules 76,77 and 78 of 
I D, (Central) Rules 1957. It is also stated that he was not 
the junior most in the bank still the bank terminated his 
services and allowed various persons junior to the claimant 
viz., Sri Ravi Chandra Shulda and Sri Mukesh Chandra 
Srivastava to be in their employment and lastly th^ were 
made regular and permanent employee of the bank by 
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posting them nt bank's Transport Nagar Branch and 
Uasant Mhar branch of the bank at the post of Cicrk-cum' 
Cashier. Thus the bank has also violated the provisions of 
Scction-25G of I.D. Act read with rule 77. After his 
termination several persons were appointed as clerk cum 
cashier but no opportunity of reemployment was ever 
given to the claimant. 

6. It is also stated the Ministry of Finance Banking 
Division has accepted the recommendation of the 
Committee wherein the cases tomporaiy' employees who 
have put in 240 days were consider^ and the management 
was asked to negotiate with the union. It is alio stated 
that he is still out of job and the claimant is at such a age 
where he cannot get a suitable employment. Therefore he 
has prayed that it may be held that the action of the bank 
iri terminating his services be held uryust, and he should 
be reinstated with back wages gnd eansequential benefits, 

7. Opposite party has filed written statement along 
with additional written statement. U is stated that the 
claimant has got alleged industrial dispute referred from 
the GOI after concealing the material fact and as such the 
reference is bad. He has raised industrial dispute in the 
year 1989, which ended in failure. It is stated that the 
claimant was appointed the letter of the bank from 5-8-79 
to 9-8-97, His contract was terminated by the bank. Sine 
deposit collector was appointed on contract basis hence 
the claim is not covered under Scction-2(s) of the Act. He 
raised same dispute again before the authority dated 
18-2-97 which was closed on 10-9-97 as Phool Chand has 
withdrawn the case. He subsequently rased dispute on 
Sad time on the same issue which also ended in failure. 
Thus the claimant concealed these fhets and has obtained 
this reference on the eoneoalment of facts. 

8l It is stated that actual date of birth of the claimant 
is not in the knowledge of the opposite party bank. It is an 
admitted fact. The claimant had worked only for Uie period 
12-11-73 to 6-2-74 (87) days from 16-5-74 to 7-6-74 (23 daj'S) 
and from U-6-74 to 10-8-74 (61 days) thus totaling 171 
days. Thus he cannot take the benefit of 240 days in 
continuation. 

9. It is stated that he was not appointed as collecting 
agent but was engaged on contract basis under Vyavasaya 
Nidhi Scheme from 28-8-77. Ifc was collecting agent and a 
collecting agent under a particular only and was being 
banefited under the terms of the said scheme only. 
Thereafter the bank suspended the said scheme with 
immediate effect, Consequently contract of the petitioner 
ceased automatically by lapse of said scheme, The 
benefits, emoluments which were offered to the claimant 
were offered on the basis of eontraet terms, It is wrong to 
say that the claimant has ever been assigned in the branch 
as a clerk. Thus he never performed clerical duties at 
Qirhana Road Branch for foil hours or at any lime at all. 
Thus the bank has never terminated the services of the 


claimant in Feb. 1996. Ii is also wrong to say that initially 
the claimant was paid Rs, 600 per month and later on Rs. 
1500 per month. It is also wrong to allege that the receipt 
on plain paper over revenue stamp was ever obtained 
the manager. It is also alleged that Government of India 
has formulated the scheme to observe that the temporary 
employees who worked for over 90 days, said scheme was 
published in all the leading news papers included in bank 
and all those employees who have worked for 90 days or 
more were given one time opportunity to apply for the job. 
The cutoff date was 1-1-82. It was for the claimant to have 
applied under the said scheme to lake benefit of the said 
scheme, The claimant has very cleverly eoneealed whether 
he has actually applied for one time opportunity or not 
Therefore the opposite part>^ did not commit the breach of 
any of the sections or rules of the Act. As such claimant is 
not entitled for any rel ief, 

10, Both the parties have adduced oral as well as 
documentary evidence. 

11, Claimant has adduced himself in evidence as 
W.W, 1 Sri Phool Chand opposite party has produced Sri 
Govind Hari Mishra Branch Manager as W.W, 1, No other 
oral evidence has been produced. 

12, Claimant has produced 17 documents vide list 
dated 2-9-04, He has also produced original pass book of 
Saving Bank account They' have also produced letter paper 
no. 36/7-10. They have also moved an application for 
summoning the record alleging that paper no, 36/7-10 the 
original of which is in the custody of the opposite party 
be summoned and be produced before the court. 

13, Opposite parly has filed 13 documeiitp vide 
list 48/1. 

14, I have heard arguments at length and perused 
the record carefolly. 

15, Claimant Sri Phool Chand has stated on oath in 
his statement that he had worked with the opposite party 
with effect from November 73 to 6-2-96, In die beginning 
in the year 1973 to 74 he worked in the Kaushalpuri Branch 
and thereafter he worked at Birhana Road Branch of the 
bank till 6-2-96, Right from 1977 to July 86 he worked as 
deposit collector in Birhana Road Branch and thereafter 
till 6-2-96 he worked as a clerk, He used to work during the 
whole office hours. He has named all the officials who 
were working at that time like Sri H, N. Dubey and Sri 
Saran who were the branch managers and Sri A, K, Saxena 
as typist, Sri Bhavnendra Kumar as Head Cashier. He has 
also named the officials in sub staff who were working at 
that time. It is also stated that he was paid after taking a 
receipt on a plain paper and he was being paid Rs. 1300 
per month at the time of termination, 

16, He has filed paper no. 26/2-17, He has also filed 
paper No. 36/7-10 along with affidavit and making a 
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request for summoning ihe original which were in 
possession of the opposite party. It is stated that he was 
required by the opposite party bank to prepare statement 
and calculation of interest payable to the constituents of 
the bank under the order of the Chairman District Consumer 
Forum Kanpur given in a number of eases against the 
bank. He has given the account no.* of the account holder 
NanhooMal, likeSK 13 13,similarlyofHira Lai and others. 

It is also stated that he has prepared debit and inlerert 
vouchers and they are in his hand writing. 

17 . I have to say that opposite was directed to 
produce the debit and interest vouoliera of these acp^uiO 
holders of the specific dates but th§ apposite party failed 
10 produce the record alleging that the Daftry has tmead 
the record and it was not found traceable* Considering the 
facts and circumstances I do not find much force in the 
statement and contention of the opposite party alleging 
that the record is not traceable. In this way a presumption 
can be drawn against the opposite party and it cannot be 
said that the papers 26/7-10 arc forged one, the original of 
which were in the possession of the opposite party. It also 
bears the signature of Advocate Sri Vikas Mathur and 
these arc in the hand writing of the claimant, if these were 
forged documents the opposite party could have 
produced Advocate Sri Vikas Mathur on their behalf who 
could have easily stated that these are not his signatures. 

It is pertinent to say that Sri Vikas Mathur was also the 
authorized representative on behalf of the bank in this 
case. 

18. The claimant also stated on cteth that he 
used to make entries in the pass book of the account 
holders. He has filed one pass book in original which is 
paper no. 35/2. This pass book belongs to account holder 
Sri Anand Jaiswal. He stated that he has received this 
pass book from Sri Anand Jaiswal and he wants to file this 
pass book for the purpose that he had worked in the bank 
as clerk and entry of the last date till he worked i.e. 6-2-06 
is in his hand writing. It is also contended that there are 
other entries also. 

19. The A .R. of the opposite party argued that this 
pass book has been obtained in collision. 

20. I have examined this aspect of the mater and I 
do not find any such type of collision wherein the applicant 
could collude with Anand Jaiswal. This pass book is in 
original. Specific question was put to M.W.l in the 
examination in chief regarding the hand writing in this 
pass book. The question was, it is the saying of the claimant 
that there are entries in the hand writing of Phool Chand. 
The reply of the witness was that he could not say 
anything in this regard. Later on cross-examination was 
also made on this point. 

21 In the cross examination he admitted that he 
was posted in this branch on 2-5-11, before this he was 


never posted in this branch. Therefore, a question was 
pul to him that when he w«8 not posted in thcycar 1996 or 
before that in that very branch, then on what basis he 
could say the entries in the pass book were made b>' the 
officials of the branch. His reply was not specific. Again 
he replied that he could not identify and specify the entries 
in the original pass bo<^ which may be in the hand writing 
of the claimant Sri Phool Chand. He has only identified 

one entry of the year 1994 of a clerk Sri J P. Thereafter 

he has also admitted that whatever the statement he has 
given that is only on the basis of record and not on the 
personal knowledge. 

22. Therefore, in this way I have examined the pass 
book which is in original of Sri Anand Jaiswal regarding 
which the claimant has specifically stated on oath that the 
entries in this pass book of Sri Anand Jaiswal of the last 
date of 6-2-96 is in his hand writing and other entries arc 
also in his hand writing. This entry has been made in a 
routine manner. It has not been inserted in between two 
entries If these entries were not in his hand writing then it 
was very easy for the opposite party to hwc produced 
the then branch manager like Sri Dubey and Sri Saran to 
controvert the statement of the claimant, but they have 
not been produced and M . W. 1 who had never been posted 
at the branch in the year 1996 and before that has been 
produced, therefore, statement of M.W.1 cannot be relied 
on this point. 

23. There is a contention of the authorized 
representaUve for the opposite party that if there are entries 
of regular whole year from the back of Feb. 96, then it 
could be deemed that he had been working, but I find that 
there is no force in such type of arguments. 

24. There is a contention of the opposite party that 

they have filed the salaiy statement and other reeord of 
other officials who were in the bank at tlwt time. Had 
claimant been working at that time his name would have 
been in the salary register. This contention docs not carry 
any weight. From the beginning the claimant is claiming 
that he was engaged as a worker but the work was being 
taken firom him as clerk and his payment was made after 
taking receipt on a plain paper. Therefore, the papers filed 
by the opposite party in this respect do not carry any 
weight. 

25. The opposite party has admitted in its written 

statement that the claimant had worked during the period 
in the year 1973-74 as clerk, but M, W. 1 stated that Phool 
Chand never worked before 1997, though the claimant had 
worked in the year 1973-74 Kaushal Puri Branch of the 
bank. 

26. There is also acontention of the opposite party 
that different industrial disputes were raised by the 
dclaimant and the present industrial dispute has been filed 
after concealing the material facts. I do not find much 
force in this contention. 
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27. There is slso a contention that the reference 
was sent to Patna Regional Office and on this point also 
the reference should be declared as vague. I ftirther do 
not find much force in this contention also. 

28. There is also aversion of the claimant that one 
Sri Ravi Chandra Shukla was also working with him. 
Previously he was of the same status as was held by the 
claimant and later on he was made permanent and regular. 
When a cross was put to M.W.l on this point and he 
admitted that Ravi Chandra was working in the bank and 
he is still working in the bank but he stated that Mukesh 
Chandra and Ravi Chandra had been made permanent or 
pcumitted to woik as a clerk under the orders of the Hon ’ble 
Supreme Court. 

29. I have examined this point also. But no such 
order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court has been filed by the 
opposite party to say that discretion has been exercised 
in fhvour of Mukesh Chandra and Ravi Chandra under the 
order of Hon’ble Apex Court. Whereas the claimant has 
specifically pleaded and produced evidence that his serv ice 
have been terminated whereas juniors and other persons 
like Ravi Chandra and Mukesh Chandra have been 
permitted to continue as clerk by the bank. 

30. In this regard the claimant has already alleged 
that the opposite party has committed breach of Sections 
25G and 25H of the Act read with rules 77 and 78 made 
theneunder. 

31. It is also contended by the opposite party that 
the Claimant has not completed 240 days or more. 1 have 
examined the evidence. The claimant has stated on oath 
thatfhe is M. Com. He was employed as a temporary clerk 
in the year 1973 and worked for 17 days. Thereafter he 
was removed and he was made to work as deposit collector 
by the bank at Birhana Road Branch and worked ti 11 1986. 
During that period also the opposite party used to take 
the work as clerk from him in addition to the work of the 
deposit collector. When the work of deposit collector got 
extinguished as the opposite party also stated that he was 
working as collecting agent under a scheme known as 
V^avasaya Nidhi. At this stage the claimant stated on oath 
that thereafter the bank continued to take work from him 
and he woikedtill 6-2-96. In such circumstances I find the 
continuity in service and engagement of the claimant with 
the opposite party. Since 1973 to 1986 the opposite party 
has also admitted his work in one capacity or the other in 
one spell or other. Therefore, a question arises why the 
claimant will make a false case and allege that he had been 
permitted to work as a clerk and allow him to continue 
work till 6-2-96 thereafter his services have been abruptly 
terminated. Under these circumstances I do not find any 
reason that the claimant will make a &Ise claim in the given 
circumstances of the case. 


[Part I I —Sec. 3(ii)J 

32. Therefore, the evidence adduced by the claimant 
oral as well as documentary cannot be disbelieved and 
the claimant has discharged his burden. Now it was for 
the opposite party to have adduced such type of evidence 
to refute the claim of the claimant like they may have 
produced the branch manager who was posted or the debit 
and interest voucher etc. wliich were demanded by the 
tribunal itself but the opposite party failed to produce 
such documents alleging to have filed a report of a daftary 
which could not be accepted in such circumstances of the 
case. 

33. Having concluded that the workman was in 
continuous service of the opposite party bank till 6-2-86 
and having completed more than 240 days of work and 
also that the bank did not offer him any notice, notice pay 
or retrenchment compensation at the time of his 
retrenchment, and also finding that juniors to the claimant 
were retained in serv icc by the bank and that he was never 
given any opportunity of his reemployment by the bank, 
thus the retrenchment of the claimant is in violation of the 
provisions of Sections 25F, 25G and 25H of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and rules 76, 77 and 78 made there- 
imder. 

34. Therefore, it is held that the action of the 
management of Stale Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur, in 
terminating the services of Sh, Phool Chand from Feb. 96 
is neither legal nor just. Accordingly the claimant is held 
entitled for reinstatement with 50% back wages continuity 
of service and all consequential benefits. 

35. Reference is answered accordingly in favour of 
the claimant and against the opposite party. 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 
3 2012 
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S.O. 3661.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 04/2012-13 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
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Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Mana Inc., Hindustan Lalpeth, U/G 
Sub Area of WCL, and their worionen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 3-12-2012. 

[No. L-22012/72/2012-IR(CM-II)] 

B. M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

No. CGIT/NGP/04/2012-13 

Party No. 1: 

The Sub-Area Manager, 

Mana Inc., Hindustan Lalpeth, 

U/G Sub Area of WCL, 

Post; Lalpeth, 

Distt: Chandrapur 

V/s 

Party No. 2: 

The Working President, 

Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Congress, 

VijayBhawan, 

Vithal Mandir Ward, 

Distt: Chandrapur (MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated; 2 2 nd November, 2012) „ 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clduse (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14^of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government had referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman, Shri Yemurla 
Durgaiya Linga, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/ 
72/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 4-6-2012, for adjudication with 
the following schedule: 

“Whether the action of the management of Mana 
Incline of Hindustan Lalpeth Underground Sub Area 
of Chandrapur Area of WCL in denying wage 
protection to Shri Yemurla Durgaiya Linga who 
met with an accident while on duty is legal and 
justified ? To what relief is the concerned workman 
is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were notic^ .'^ 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and the case was fixed to 13-8-2012 for filing of 
statement of claim alongwith documents list of reliance 
and witnesses. On 13-8-2012, the management of WCL 
appeared through their advocate. Though the service of 


notice sent by registered post with acknowledgement due 
was sufficient on the petitioner, neither the petitioner 
appeared in the case nor filed any statement of claim. In 
the interest of justice, the case was adjourned to 26-9- 
2012 for filing of statement of claim. To give a last chance 
to the petitioner to file the ^tement of claim, the case was 
adjourned fix)m 26-9-2012 to 22-11 -2012, as on 26-9-2012 
also the petitioner neither ai^eared nor filed any statement 
of claim. 

On 22-11-2012 advocate for the management was 
present. The petitioner did not appear on repeated calls. 
No statement of claim was also filed. As it appeared from 
the record that the p^itioner was not interested to proceed 
with the case, the case was closed and posted for passing 
of award. 

3. As no statement of claim has been filed by the 
petitioner inspite of giving sufficient scope for the same it 
is necessary to pass a “no dispute” award. Hence, it is 
ordered: 

ORDER 

The reference be treated as “No dispute” award. 
The workman, Shri Yemurla Durgaiya Linga is not entitled 
to any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
2012 

^,31T. 3662.—srffeifTO, 1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) «fRT 17 ^ 

fife apflufe ^ 4siini4> 

3flliRR0r/aR ^ ("fe 64/2005) 

SRfjfe t, TP3)R ^ 03-12-2012 ^ 

3ir<T «?r 1 

[K T5^-22012/348/2004-'3fn^ 3IR (^fttpt-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3662.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herdty publishes the Award 0^- Ho. 64/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Hindustan Lalpeth Mine No. 1 of WCL, 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03-12-2012. 

[No. L-22012/348/2004-IR(CM-Il)) 
B.M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ.P.CHAND,PRESroiNGOFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/64/2005 
Date 20-11-2012 

Party No. 1 : The Sub Area Manager, 

HindusthanLalpethMineNo. 1, 
Western Coalfields Limited, 
Chandrapur 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Lomesh Maroti Khartad. 

President, National Colliery 
Workers Congress, Ambedkar Ward, 
Ballarpur, Tah. & Dislt 
Chandrapur (M S.) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 20th November, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub^section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Hindustan Lalpeth Mine No. 1 of WCL 
and Smt. Laxmi, the dependent of deceased workman, 
Pocham Kondaya Bogaram for adjudication, as per letter 
No. L-22012/348/2004-rR (CM-II) dated 3-8-2005, with the 
following schedule; 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Chandrapur Area of WCL in treating Sh. Pocham 
Kondaya Bogaram, Badli Underground Loader even 
after completion of 190 days attendance withi n one 
year of his joining service as a Badli Loader was 
legal and justified in terms of the clause 3.3 of the 
Certified Standing Orders of WCL? If not, to what 
relief workman was entitled ?” 

2. “Whether the action of the management in 
denying following benefits to the workmen/ 
dependents is legal and justified? If not, to what 
further relief the dependent of the concerned 
workman is entitled? (i) Employment of tlie dependent 
of Late Sh. Pocham Kondaya Bogaram as per para 
9.3.1 of the NCWA-VI. (ii) Benefits under the CMPF 
Scheme 1948. (iii) Benefits under the Life cover 
Scheme as per para 9.1,0 of the NCWA-VI. (iv) Leave 
with wages as per Sec. 25(3)(a) and 52(10) of the 
Mines Act, 1952”. 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the union “Koyla 


Shramik Sabha (HMS)(“the union” in short) filed the 
statement of claim on bclialf of Smt. Laxmi, the dependent 
of deceased workman, Pocham Kondaya Bogaram (The 
“deceased workman” in short) and the management of 
WCL (here-in-after referred to as the “Party No. 1”) filed 
its written statement. 

The case as projected by the union in the statement 
of claim is that the deceased workman, was working as a 
loader since long at Nandgaon Incline colliery of WCL on 
continuous basis, but party no. I was showing him as a 
worker engaged by contractor, so an industrial dispute 
was raised by RKXMS (INTUC) on behalf of the deceased 
workman, before the ALC (C), Chandrapur and there was a 
tripartite settlement before the ALC on 25-5-1992 and 
basing on such settlement, party no. 1 issued an 
appointment letter bearing no. 1523 dated 15-5-1996 in 
favour of the workman as a fresh “Badli” piece rated loader 
and posted him at Hindusihan Lalpeth Underground Coal 
Mine No. 1 and the deceased workman worked there on 
and from U-5-1996 continuously and during his 
employment, he became ill and referred to Tata Cancer 
Hospital, Mumbai by party no. 1 for treatment and then to 
Government Medical College Hospital, Nagpur vide letter 
No. 1065 dated 11-8-1997 of the Chief Medical Officer, 
Chandrapur Area Hospital, WCL and during the period of 
treatment, he died on 3-10-1997 at Lalpeth and party no. 1 
was intimated about the death of the workman, Pocham 
and on receipt of the death certificate of the deceased 
workman, the Manager, Hindusthan Lalpeth Colliery Mine 
No, I, Chandrapur vide office order no. 2302 dated 
23/27-10-1997, removed his name from the rolls of the said 
colliery w.e.f 4-10-1997 and Smt. Laxmi, the widow of 
deceased workman represented for her employment, as 
the dependent to party no. 1, soon after the death of her 
husband. It is further pleaded by the union that the 
deceased workman had completed 282 days of work from 
June, 1996 to July, 1997 and 254 days of work from June, 
1996 to May, 1997 and on receipt of the application of 
Smt. Laxmi and after due verification, the Personnel 
Manager, Hindustan Lalpeth underground sub-area, 
recommended her case for employment as dependent of 
deceased workman vide his letter dated 4-5-1999 and again 
vide his letter dated 6/6-5-1999 to the Deputy Chief 
Personnel Manager, Chandrapur Area, WCL and Smt. 
Laxmi and the union approached party no. 1, a number of 
times for payment of the dues of the deceased workman, 
such as, leave wages, amount on account of Life Cover 
Scheme, CMPF amount. Pension, Gratuity etc, and so also 
employment and interim monetary compensation, but 
party no. 1 did not consider the same and Smt. Laxmi 
submitted a letter dated 29-01 -2004/12-02-2004 the Chief 
General Manager, Chandrapur Area with copies to the 
Director (P) and CMD, WCL, Nagpur, reiterating her claim, 
but nothing was done in the matter and the matter was 
also taken by the union, vide letter no. 2004 dated 14-2-2004 
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and letter dated 30-6-2005, but the same were not 
considered, so the union took up the case with ALC (C) 
Chandrapur vide letter dated 25-2-2007 and the reference 
was made to the Tribunal for adjudication. 

The union has prayed for payment of Rs. 3000/- 
with 18% compound interest from 4-12-1997 till the actual 
payment is made, the dues due to the workman and dues 
due to the death of the workman and employment to Smt. 
Laxmi 

3. The party no. 1 in their written statement have 
pleaded inter-alia that the deceased workman was 
appointed as Badli piece rated loader at Hindustan Lalpeth 
underground sub-area vide order dated 4-5-1996 and the 
workman joined duties on 11-06-1996 and the said 
appointment was for specific period up to 31st July, 1996 
and after 31 St July, 1996, no further order of appointment 
or extension of the appointment was issued in his favour 
and the deceased workman died on 3-10-1997 and on the 
date of death, the deceased workman was not holding 
any appointment order and he was never taken on 
probation and his services were also never regularized as 
permanent employee and during the life time of the 
deceased workman, there was no grievance or request 
for regularisation of his services and no document has 
been placed on record to show that deceased workman 
was a member of the union and the subject matter involved 
in reference does not constitute an industrial dispute as 
contemplated under Section 2-K of the Act and the 
reference is not within the jurisdiction of this Tribunal 
and the reference is not tenable and bad inlaw. Jt is further 
pleaded by party no. 1 that the days for which the deceased 
workman worked beyond 31-7-1996 were essentially of 
temporary nature and wages for the same were paid to him 
on daily basis and therefore, the deceased workman had 
no claim whatsoever for pcrmanency/regularisation and 
the selection of the deceased workman was not made 
after following the due procedure and on that count also, 
the deceased workman was not entitled for regularisation 
and the deceased workman had not put in 190 days of 
work in any one year, much less calendar year and 
therefore, the deceased workman was not entitled to claim 
any benefits of leave etc. as per Section 52 (10) of the 
Mines Act, 1952 and though the deceased workman was 
not a regular employee, they displayed all the good 
gesture to treat him medically on humanitarian and social 
grounds and since the deceased workman had not 
achieved the status of a regular employee, he was not 
entitled for any benefits applicable to regular employee 
and they have already paid all the legal claims payable to 
the deceased workman and a sum of Rs. 20,000 was paid' 
to Smt. Laxmi vide cheque no. 340129 dated 20-12-1997 
towards Life Cover Scheme and due amount of Provident 
Fund has also already been paid and as the deceased 
workman was only a Badli employee at the time of his 
death, the claim of his wife for appointment on 


compassionate ground could not be considered and the 
claim is neither legal nor justified and therefore, the 
reference is to be answered in negative. 

The further case of party no. 1 is that the deceased 
workman was not entitled for any gratuity, much less as 
claimed and the claim of gratuity is also beyond the terms 
of reference made by the Government and the claim of 
Smt. Laxmi for compassionate appointment was not 
considered, since her claim was not in accordance with 
the rules and the dispute has been raised by the wife of 
the deceased workman and there is no provision in the 
Act, which permits raising of an industrial dispute by a 
union at the instance of a relative of an employee and on 
thi s ground also, no valid industrial dispute exists and 
therefore, the reference is liable to be answered in-favour 
of the management and against the union. 

4. In the rejoinder, it is pleaded by the union that as 
the reference has been made by the comp^ent (jovemment 
after finding of the existence of an industrial dispute, the 
same is maintainable and the Tribunal has the jurisdiction 
to decide the same and Badli worker also fails within the 
definition of worionan and therefore, they are entitled for 
the benefits under all industrial law and claim of the 
appointment on compassionate ground is maintainable 
under the Act. 

5. To prove their respective claims, both the parties 
have led oral evidence, besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence. Shri Chandrakanta Khande, the 
General Secretary of the union and Smt. Laxmi, the widow 
of the deceased workman has been examined as the two 
witnesses on behalf of the union. 

One, Shri Bhagwan, Senior Manager (Persormel) of 
Hindustan Lalpeth Sub-Area has been examined as a 
witness on behalf of Party no. 1. 

6. Shri Chandrakanta Khande in his examination-in- 
chief, which is on affidavit has reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the statement ofclaim , However, in is cross- 
examination, this witness has stated that the deceased 
workman was appointed as a Badli piece rated loader and 
such appointment was upto 31-7-1996 and except Ext. 
W-XV, no other document has been filed to show that the 
service of the deceased workman was extended after 
31-7-1996. 

Smt. Laxmi in her evidence has also reiterated the 
facts mentioned in the statement of claim, but in her cross- 
examination, she has stated that she has no knowledge 
about National Coal Wages Agreement, Standing Orders 
and other Rules and regulation of WCL and her husband 
ivorkedfor one year. 

7. The evidence of witness for the party no. 1 is also 
the reiteration of the facts mentioned in the written 
statement. In his cross-examination, the witness has 
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admitted that the deceased workman, Pocham died while 
he was working as a Badli worker and wages was paid to 
him from the date of his appointment till his death and Ext. 
M-VI is the attendance particular of the deceased workman 
for 1996 and 1997, 

8. Before delving into the merit of the matter, it is to 
be mentioned that at the time of argument, it was submitted 
by the learned advocate for the petitioner that the benefits 
other than the benefit of employment have already been 
granted to Smt. Laxmi, so there is no need for adjudication 
of the same. Such facts have also been admitted by the 
parties in the written statement and evidence adduced 
before this Tribunal. 

So the points remain for consideration arc regarding 
the legality or other wise of treating the deceased workman 
as a “Badli” worker even after completion of 190 days 
attendance within one year and not giving of 
compassionate appointment to Smt. Laxmi, the widow of 
the deceased workman. 

9. The first question raised by the learned advocate 
for party no. 1 is that the Tribunal has no jurisdiction to 
decide the reference as because the dispute raised by the 
union on behalf of Smt. Laxmi, the widow of decease 
workman is not an industrial dispute as defined under 
Section 2(K) of the Act and as such, the reference is bad in 
law 

On the other hand, it has been submitted by the 
learned advocate for the petitioner that once a reference 
has been validly made by appropriate Government, the 
Tribunal must adjudicate the dispute on merits and the 
Tribunal cannot go into the validity of the reference and 
the expanding definition of “workman” as contained in 
Section 2(S) of the Act would confer a right upon the 
dependent to obtain appointment on compassionate 
ground and provision for giving employment to the 
dependent of an employee who dies in harness is a 
condition of service in view of the settlement entered into 
by and between the employer and the employees and a 
claim for appointment on compassionate ground is an 
industrial dispute and as such, the reference is not bad in 
law and the Tribunal has jurisdiction to adjudicate the 
dispute so referred. 

In support of such contentions, the learned advocate 
for the petitioner placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in 1984 (4) SCC-392 (Workmen employed by Hindustan 
Liver Ltd. Vs, Hindustan Liver Ltd.), AIR 2000 SC-469 
(National Engineering Industries Ltd, Vs. State of 
Rajasthan), 2007 (115) FLR-427 (Mohan Mahto Vs. M/s. 
Central Coal Fields Ltd.), 1993 (l)BLJ-52 (Employees of 
M/s. BCCL Vs. Their Workmen) and 2000-I-LLJ-196 
[Mpnicipal Employees Union Vs. Secretaiy (Labour), Govt. 
ofNCT of Delhi and another]. 
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10. In the decision reported in 1984(4) SCC-392 
(Supra), the Hon’blc Apex Court have held that 

“Labour and Serv ices—Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947-Section 10 and 2(K)—One a reference is 
validly made by appropriate Government, Tribunal 
must adjudicate the dispute on merits-Practice of 
raising preliminary objections in the reference 
disapproved. ” 

11. In the decision reported in AIR 2000 SC-469 
(Supra), the Hon’bie Apex Court have held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947) S. 10- 
Reference to Industrial Tribunal—Jurisdiction— 
cannot go into the validity of the reference.” 

12. In the decision reported in 2007 (115) FLR-427 
(Supra), the Hon’bic Apex Court have held that: 

“Settlement witliin the meaning of Sub-Section 
(3) of Section 18 of the Industrial Disputes Act is 
binding on both the parties and continues to remain 
in force unless the same is altered, modified or 
substituted by another settlement. 

♦++***+*+++ 

The expanding definition of “workman” as 
contained in Section 2(S) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act would confer a right upon the appellant to obtain 
appointment on compassionate ground, subject, of 
course, to compliance of the conditions precedent 
contained therein.” 

13. In the decision reported in 1993 (1) BLJ-52 (Supra) 
the Hon’bie High Court, Ranchi Bench have held that: 

“In this case, provision for giving employment 
to the dependent of an employee who dies in harness 
in a condition of serv ice. Such a condition of service 
has been included in the settlement entered into by 
and between the employer and employees. Such 
a provision per se cannot be said to be unreason¬ 
able. ” 

14. In the decision reported in 2001 -I-LLJ-196 (Supra) 
the Hon’bie Delhi High Court have held that; 

“Industrial Disputes Act, 1947-Sec. 2(K)— 
Industrial Dispute—Definition of—Word “Person” 
appearing in section is vide enough to permit any 
person to raise an industrial dispute when condition 
of labour is involved.” 

15. Applying the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’bie Courts as enunciated in the above decisions to 
the present case in hand, it can be held that the dispute 
raised by the union on behalf of Smt. Laxmi for 
compassionate appointment can be said to be an industrial 
dispute and the union is entitled to raise the dispute and 
the reference made by the Central Government is not bad 
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in law and the Tribunal has to decide the reference on 
merit. 

16. The claim of the union is that the deceased 
workman should not have been held to be a “Badh” woiicer 
and he should have been held to be a permanent workman, 
as he had completed 240 days of attendance in a 
continuous period of one year. 

The case of the party no. 1 is that though the 
deceased workman was appointed temporarily till 
31-7-1996 from 1-6-1996 vide letter no. 1052 dated 
1 -6-1996, he continued to work as piece rated Badli loader 
beyond the said date inadvertently, without any letter of 
his extension and he died on 3-10-1997 and his name was 
removed from the colliery roll vide office order dated 23/ 
27-10-1997 and during his service period, he had not made 
any claim for regularisation as a permanent loader and in 
1996, his total attendance was 137 days and in 1997, his 
attendance was 145 days and as he did not put the required 
minimum 190 days of attendance as an undergroxmd 
worker in any of the calendar year, he cannot be deemed 
to be a permanent worker and Section 51 of the Mines Act 
defines a calendar year as the period of twelve months 
beginning with the first day of January in any year. 

However, in view of clause 3.3 of the Certified 
Standing orders and as the definition given under Section 
51 of the Mines Act of “Calendar year” is for the purpose 
of “Chapter VII-Leave with wages”, I find no force in the 
contention raised by party no. 1. 

Clause 3.3 of the certified standing orders reads as 
follows: — 

“Badli or Substitute one who is apiwinted in 
the post of permanent workman or probationer who 
is temporarily absent, but he would cease to be a 
“Badli” on completion of a continuous period of 
service of one year (190 attendance in the case of 
below ground workman and 240 attendance in case 
of any other workman) in the same post or other 
post or posts in the same category, or earlier if the 
post is vacated by the permanent workman or 
probationer. A “Badli” working in place of a 
probationer would be deemed to be permanent after 
completion of the probationary period.” 

It is clear from clause 3.3 of the Certified Standing 
Orders that the same does not speak of any calendar year, 
but speak of continuous period of service of one year. So, 
the contentions raised by the party no. 1 that the required 
attendance is to be counted according to calendar year 
cannot be entertained. 

It is clear from the documents on record and also the 
admitted case that the workman had com^rfeted the required 
attendance from June, 1996 to May, 1997 and in view of 
the deemedprovision of clause 3.3 of the Certified Standing 


Orders, he had ceased to be a Badli worker and he had 
became a permanent employee before hi s death. So treating 
the deceased workman as “Badli” worker by party no. 1 is 
not justified. 

17. It is not disputed that Smt. Laxmi is the widow 
and dependent of deceased workman, Pocham Kondaya. 
It is also not diluted that there is provision in the NCWA- 
VI of giving employment to one dependent of a workman, 
who dies while in service. It is also clear from the materials 
on record that the deceased workmmi died while in service. 
The party no. 1 did not consider the application of Smt. 
Laxmi for employment on the ground that deceased 
workman was not holding any appointment order on the 
date of his death. 

At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the party no. 1 that even if it is found 
from record that the deceased workman continued to work 
beyond 31-7-1996, still then, he wasa “Badli” worker and 
as the provision of giving employment to one dependent 
of a workman, who dies in service do not have any 
application to the dependent of Badli worker, the party 
no. 1 rightly denied employment to Smt. Laxmi. 

The learned advocate for the petitioner submitted 
that there is nothing in NCWA-VI to show that the 
provision of giving employment to a dependent is 
ai^licable only to permanent workman and not to “Badli” 
worker and as such, even if the deceased workman is 
treated to be a badli worker on the date of his death, still 
then, his dependent, Smt. Laxmi is entitled for employment. 

In support of the contention, the learned advocate 
for the petitioner placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in 1993 (1) BLJ-52 (Supra) and 20041CLR-872 (Panyam 
Cement Employees Union Vs. Commissioner of Labour). 

18. In the decision reported in 1993(1) BLJ-52 (Supra) 
the Hon’ble High Court, Ranchi Bench have held that: 

“It was further held that in any event, there is 
nothing in National Coal Wage Agreement No. II to 
show that clasue 10.4,2 tlwreof is applicable only to 
a permanent workman.” 

19. In the decision reported in 2004-I-CLR-872 (Siq>ra) 
the Hon’blc High Court of A.P. have held that: 

“Held, Badli workers are workmen as 
contemplated u/s. 2(S) of the I. D. Act.” 

So, keeping in view of the principles enunciated by 
the Hon’blc Courts as mentioned above, now, the present 
case in hand is to be considered. 

20. It is already held that the deceased workman 
should have not been treated as a “Badli” worker and he 
should have been deemed as a permanent workman. Now, 
it is to be found out if Smt. Laxmi is entitled for employment. 
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even if the deceased workman is held to be a “Badl i" worker 
for the sake of argument. 

21, It is clear from the pleadings of the parties, 
evidence on record and the submissions made by the 
learned advocates for the parties that the claim of Smt. 
Laxmi to give her employment was rejected by the party 
no. 1 only on the ground that she being the dependent of 
a Badli worker is not entitled for employment. So, the only 
point for consideration is whether the dependent of a 
Badli worker is entitled for employment as per the 
provisions of NCWA. 

22. The appointment of deceased workman on 
1-6-1996 as a Badli worker and that he worked till July, 
1997 and he died on 3-10-1997 has not been disputed by 
the parties. NCWA-IV was in force when the deceased 
workman was appointed. Likewise, NCWA-VI was in 
operation at the time of the death of the deceased workman. 
It is also not disputed that there was provisions in NCWA- 
IV, V & VI for giving employment to the dependents of a 
worker who dies while in service. As on the date of the 
deceased workman, NCWA-VI was in force, it is necessary 
to consider as to whether Smt, Laxmi is entitled for 
en^loyment as provided in NCWA-VI. 

The relevant portion of clause 9.5 of NCWA-VI, 
which is in respect of giving employment/monctary 
compensation to female dependent of workmen, who dies 
while in service and who are declared medically unfit as 
per clasue 9.4.0 above would be regulated as under : 

(i) In case of death due to mine accident, the 
female dependent would have the option to 
either accept the monetary compensation of 
Rs. 3000/- per month or employment 
irrespective of her age. 

(ii) In case of death/total permanent disablement 
due to causes other than mine accident and 
medical unfitness under clause 9.4.0, if the 
female dependent is below the age of 45 years, 
she will have the option either to accept the 
monetary compensation of Rs. 3000/- per 
month or employment. 

In case the female dependent is above 45 years of 
age, she will be entitled only to monetary compensation 
and not to employment. 

It is clear from the above clause that a female 
dependant of a workman is entitled to employment or 
monetary compensation if the workman dies while in 
service. The specific word mentioned in the said clause is 
“workman” and nothing else. It does not specify the 
category of workman. It also does not say that dependants 
of Badli workman are not entitled for the benefit of the 
same. It also docs not provide that dependents of Badli 
worker, who had not done 190/240 days of work in any 
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calendar year, are not entitled to get the benefit of the 
provision. 

Now, it is to be considered as to whether a Badli 
worker is a workman or not. NCWA-VI does not have any 
such definition. It is ad milled by the parties that the 
provisions of certified standing orders of the WCL were 
applicable to deceased workman. The certified standing 
orders provide the definition of “Workman”. In section 1 
of the said standing orders (Commencement and 
Application), it is mentioned that it shall apply to all 
woikmen employed in all units of M/s. Western Coalfields 
Limited situated in different places in the country which 
come within the definition of Industrial Employment 
(Standing Orders) Act, 1945 and include all workmen 
governed by the National Coal Wage Agreement. Section 
3.1 of the said Standing Orders provides the classification 
of workman for the purpose of the Standing Orders. The 
same reads as follow s: 

(a) Apprentice 

(b) Badli or Substitute 

(c) Casual 

(d) Permanent 

(e) Probationer 

(f) Temporary 

The above classification shows that Badli or 
Substitute employee is also a workman. 

When there is no bar either in the NCWA or in the 
Certified Standing Orders to give the benefit of clause 
9.5.0 of the NCWA-VI to dependants of Badli workman 
(whether he had done 190/240 days ofworkinanycalendar 
year or not), the decision of the party no. 1 that the applicant 
is not entitled for employment is not justified. Hence, it is 
ordered : 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Chandrapur Area 
of WCL in treating Sh. Pocham Bogaram, Badli 
Underground Loader even after completion of 190 days 
attendance within one year of hi s joining service as a Badli 
Loader was illegal and unjustified in terms of clause 3.3 of 
the Certified Standing Orders of WCL. 

2, The action of the management in denying 
employment (o the dependents of the deceased workman 
is illegal and unjustified. The applicant, Smt. Laxmi, the 
widow and dependent of the deceased workman, Pocham 
Kondaya Bogaram is entitled for employment as per 
NCWA-VI. As it is admitted that other benefits have already 
been given, the applicant is not entitled to other benefits 
mentioned in the schedule of reference. 
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The party no. 1 is directed to implement the award 
within one month from the date of publication of award in 
the official gazette. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding CWBficer 

3f^^W, 2012 

•g>r.3ir. 3663.-—a3f«lfWT, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ ?iIRT 17 ^ 

^ yolVdi ^ fprWf ^ iFk; 4)4^61^' ^ 

4' PhR'ss atitrtPicb ■4 y<=bK ail^iiPieh 
4. 2, ^ wn 

129/1997) ^ ych l P^M wt t, ■?R4iR ^ 

03-12-2012 «TT I 

[U 11:^-20012/346/1996-311^ ^ (^-I)] 

4^HK, 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3663.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 129/ 

1997) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL, and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
03-12-2012. 

[No. L-20012/346/1996-IR (C -I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL(NO. 2), ATDHANBAD 

PRESENT 

Shri Kishori Ram, 

Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 

Reference No. 129 of 1997 

Parties : Employer in relation to the manage¬ 

ment of Moonidih Area of M/s. 
BCCL and their workman. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the : Mr. D. Mukheijee, Ld. Advocate 
workman 

On behalf of the ; Mr, D.K. Vhrma, Ld. Advocate 
employer 

State; Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

otfn-i 


Dated, Dhanbad, the 16th October, 2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
I0(I)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/346/96-I.R. (Coal-I) dated 20-11-1997. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whetl^r the action of the mana^ment of Moonidih 
Project of M/s. BCCL in dem(^ng Sh. Teklal Hazam, 
Winding Engine Operator after an enquiry is 
justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned 
workman entitled ?” 

2. The case of the workman Teklal Hazam as 
sponsored by the Union concerned is that he was a 
permanent employee of Moonidih Project employed as a 
Winding Engineer Operator since long time. He worked 
unblemishly. But he was issued a chargesheet dt. 31-10-/ 
01-11-1991 of his misconduct under clauses 26.1.2,26.1.11, 
26.1.15 and 26.1 20 of the Certified Standing Order for the 
accident caused by a defect in the Shaft Fitting while on 
his duty in 2nd Shift of 1 st October, 1991. Though he had 
reported to his superior of it. He replied to the chargesheet, 
denying the charges and explaining the factual position 
of the machine. Nevertheless at the enquiry held by the 
management into it, though the charges levelled against 
him could not be established, he was illegally demoted 
from the post of Winding Engine Operator to that of 
Miscellaneous Mazdoor Cat. II as per the letter dt. 
25/27-7-92 of the Management. On raising a conciliation 
proceeding before the A.L.C.(C), Dhanbad, about it, the 
management put pressure upon him to get withdrawn by 
the Union which raised the Industrial Dispute, the 
workman was reinstated as a Winding Engine Operator in 
Technical Grade but on the stage lower than the last stage 
in the pay scale of the Grade Rs. 1387-75-2137-80-2537 
w.e.f 12-10-1993. He is entitled to rc-instatement in his 
original post of Winding Engine Operator Grade ‘A by 
resolving the said order of his demotion. The management 
had taken his signature under threat and undue influence 
for the withdrawal of the I D. It has no legal right to do 
unfair labour practice during the pendency of the industrial 
dispute. Alleging the action of the management as 
unjustified, it is alleged that the workman is entitled to 
reinstatement with full back wages for the period of his 
demotion from 25/27-7-92 to 12-10-1993, the cost of the 
proceeding and other benefits with Seniority since 
1-10-1991. 

3. Further workman himself in his rejoinder has 
alleged that with categorical denials that the accident was 
not due to his fault, as many other superior officers were 
posted in the second Shift on 1-10-1991 and under their 
guidance and supervision he was working. So any blame 
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against him for alleged damage to the safely fittings etc. 
and its repair at the cost of ten thousand of rupees and 
loss of 82 lacs resulting in the alleged stoppage of 
production is false. The workman was in no way guilty of 
the charges. The chargesheet was malafide issued by an 
unauthorised person of the management in order to make 
him a scapegoat and to save other higher officials The 
enquiry was held by a biased officer without principle of 
natural justice. The finding of the Enquiry Officer was 
perverse and unbased on evidence. Accordingly the 
management mechanically passed an order of aforesaid 
punishment against which in the Appeal, the Appellate 
Authority did not pass any speaking order. The workman 
never repeated for his alleged misconduct, and assured 
not to repeat it. 


4. Whereas with specific denials the pleaded case of 
the Management is that while the workman was working 
as Winding Engine Operator at Pit No. 2 of Moonidih 
Project during the second Shift of Working on I -10-1991 
an occurance took place at 7.30 p.m. in the Pit causing 
extensive damage to the Shaft and skip fittings resulting 
in stoppage of production since then upto 14-10-1991 at 
10.45 p.m. The damage was too extensive, so the Chief 
General Manager as per order dt. 3/4-10-1991 constituted 
the Fact Finding Enquiry Committee under the General 
Manager (Engg.), Its Facts findings revealed complete 
damage to 210 meters of rigid guides, 4 nos. of buntons 
upto 130 meters, 3 nos. of guide suit, 9 nos. of brush guide 
boxes, 4 nos. of side guide rollers and 2 nos. of Central 
rollers. Their repair cost the engagement of 500 men shifts 
fortotal bill ofRs. 62,500 the materials worth Rs, 2.20,000 
the engagement of 163 manshifts in collection of materials 
from other collieries for Rs. 20,375 as wages bills, and 
monetary toss of non-production from 1st to 14th October, 
1991 Rs. 80 lakhs. The management suffered huge loss of 
82 lakhs for rash and negligent driving of the skip winder 
by the workman. The workman as a competent and 
statutory post holder under the Mines Act and Coal Mines 
Regulations, 1957 was jointly and severally responsible 
for his rash and negligent acts in operating the winder 
even at the instance of his co-worker causing extensive 
damage to the property of the company for Rs. 82 lakhs. 

He and his co-worker the Supervisor in charge of that 
installation had got the automatic contravencc and the 
ovef load coil short circuited to forcefully draw more power 
for lifting the skip (o overcome the sticking point Such 
excessive pressure resulted in serious damage to the guide 
buton and all other accessories beyond repair. 


5. The workman and his co-worker Sri Arvind Roy 
and Sn S.C. Pal, the Foreman and the Asstt. Foreman 
respectively were chargesheeted for their such 
misconducts, and disciplinary actions were initiated 
against them. They submitted their replies. As Winding 
Engine Operator in technical and supervisory grade-A the 
highest Grade for the Supervisory personnel, he failed to 


discharge his responsibility for operation of the winder 
installation at No, 2 Pits of Moonidih Project. Sri S.C. 
Gaur, thcDy. Chief Personnel Manager of Moonidih Area 
as the Enquiry’ Officer fairly and properly held the enquiry 
in which the workman w itli his co-worker Sri A N Dwvedi 
Foreman Incharge. Sri A.K Sinha, Sr. Executive Engineer^ 
as the management representatives and the aforesaid two 
proceedees with their co-workers concerned had 
participated fully for their own full defences, availing of 
full opportunities as per rule of natural justice. 

The Enquiry Officer after completion the 
departmental enquiry’ subimtted his enquiry report, holding 
the workman guilty of the charges. On the consideration 
of all materials and the enquiry’ report the management 
imposed upon him the penalty of his demotion from the 
post of Winding Engine Operator to that of Misc. Mazdoor 
in Cat. Ilaspertlieorderdt, 25/27-7-1992. Over his repentful 

mercy petition dt. 28-9-93, the management in view of his 

misconduct of serious nature leniently but simply inflicted 
upon him the punishment of his demotion only, taking 
reformative aspect; thus he was reduced to the scale of 
pay by one stage only so as to alert him for duty as the 
lives of workers are at the work of such Winder Operators. 
The workman is not entitled to any relief. 

6. The management in its rejoinder has pleaded that 
its action in demoting the worker as noted above was 
legal and justified. His reversion to his original post and 
his original status with a token punishment of fixing his 
wages in Gr. A with lower stage practically without any 
loss to him. The management took reformative view in 
awarding him the penalty. The workman had undertaken 
not to pursue any case or dispute in that regard, but he 
pursued the case to utterly disregard to it. 

FINDINGS WITH REASONING 

7. In this case, the Tribunal as per order No. 33 dt. 
27-2-2004 held the domestic enquiry of the management 
not fair, proper and in accordance with natural justice, as 
the management had failed to examine the Enquiry Officer 
Mr. S. C. Gaur despite ample opportunities as well as all the 
Enquiry proceedings having been filed. It resulted in the 
afresh examination of witnesses of the management and 
of the workman on merit. 

Accordingly, MWI Vijay Kumar Singh, the then 
Executive Engineer for the management and WWI Tek Lai 
Hajam, the Retd. Winding Eng. Operator, the workman 
himself for the union concerned have been afresh examined 
on merit respectively. 

8. Mr. D. Mukhcrji, the Learned Advocate for the 
Union, submits that in view of the judgement of the Hon’ble 
Apex Court in the case of Necla Kaplish vs. Labour Court 
reported in FLR 1999 (81) 188, the Tribunal has to decide 
the present issue on the basis of the fresh evidences 
adduced by the management, once the domestic enquiry 
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was held by it as not properly and fairly, as the second 
appertaining to the domestic enquiry would not constitute 
‘fresh evidence’ within the meaning of Sec. 11A of the I.D. 
Act. The minutes stu^ of the aforesaid cited authority 
reveals its factum half similar to that of the Reference 
under adjudication. It related to the failure of management 
in producing evidence at the preliminary point and like 
wise Neela Kaplish (Appellant) had failed to produce any 
evidence on her behalf, so it had resulted in the holding 
of domestic enquiry as unfair and improper hence the 
aforesaid case was remanded back by the Lordship for a 
fresh evidence, as her claim could not be rejected, rather 
she was entitled to be granted relief then and there. In the 
instance case under adjudication, I have already 
mentioned that when the management despite several 
opportunities had failed to substantiate the fairness and 
property of the domestic enquiry against the workman, it 
was held the domestic enquiry as unfair, improper, 
thereafter, the management as well as the workman has 
examined its/his own witness on merits by examining their 
own witnesses for fresh materials. In fact, the Tribunal 
has to look into the fresh evidence of both the parties, 
having regard to the Lordship’s verdict in this case. But 
on the other side the contention of Mr. D.K. Verma, for the 
management that the provisions under Section 11A of the 
I.D. Act is only applicable to a case of discharge and 
dismiss which is not the case of Present Reference under 
adjudication—seems plausable, in such situation the 
liability of the Tribunal is to adjudicate the Reference in 
its terms on the basis of afresh evidence aduced on behalf 
of both the parties. 

9. The perusal of the evidence of MWI \^jay Kumar 
Sinha, the then Executive Engineer of Moonidih now as 
the Superintendent one reveals him as a hearsay witness 
to the tripping of Winding Machine due to overload for 
the negligence of the workman on 1 -10-1991 at about 7.30 
p.m. in the second shift of his duty. The management 
witness has admitted in his cross-examination that the 
Winding Engine Operator (the workman) starts operating 
the Engine for moving the skip only after getting signal, 
and the skip and Winding Engine and its other machineries 
are maintained by the Technical Staff, but not by the 
Operator and that it is the duty of the Winding Engine 
Operator to report the Foreman Inchargc of any defect 
detected in the Winding Machine, though the witness 
expressed his ignorance of the fact whether the workman 
informed the Foreman Incharge of the tripping incident at 
the relevant time. 

10. On the other hand the evidence of WWI Tek Lai 
Hazam, now retired Winding Engine Operator, (workman) 
crystal clearly discloses his innocence of the allegation 
of the management for disruption of coal output/ 
production hampered at the relevant time, because he had 
called up Sri Arvind Roy, the Shift Supervisor by 
telephone, and had informed him about the aforesaid 


incident; and then at his advice, he (WWI) gave extra 
power to the Engine for lifting the loaded coal Tub from 
the under ground mines, it came up nicely; there was 
neither damage to its any cable nor any loss to the 
management for it; as such the workman has challenged 
the order dt. 25/27-07-1992 of the management demoting 
him from the post of Winding Engine Operator to that of 
the Gen. Mazdoor Cat. II as absolute wrong, though he 
had admitted to have been chargsheeted for the said 
incident (M. 1), his own signature in English on the 
photocopy of his reply to it and the enquiry to have been 
held ty Sri S.C. Gaur, the Personnel Manager as an Enquiry 
Officer as per the Enquiry Proceedings bearing under the 
signature of his and Mr. A.N. Dwidedi, the Foreman 
Incharge as his representative for his defence (Extt. M,2 
and Ext. M3 series) respectively. The workman has also 
claimed to check the Machine and its proper condition of 
the Engine at the relevant time, denying his aforesaid 
punishment for alleged negligence in his duty as just. 

11. On the consideration of the aforesaid afresh 
evidence of both the parties, I find that the action of the 
management of Moonidih Project of M/s. B.C.C.L. in 
demoting workman Tek Lai Hazam, the Winding Engine 
Operator after an enquiry is absolutely unjustified and 
not proper in the eye of Law. Therefore, it is held that the 
workman is entitled to full back wages from the period of 
hisdemotionftom 25/27-07-1992 to 12-10-1993 with other 
financial benefits thereof, but without cost of the 
proceeding, let the Award be submitted to the Ministry of 
Labour & Employment, Government of India, New Delhi 
for information and needful. 

The management is directed to implement the Award 
within two months from the date of the receipt of the 
Award after its publication in the Gazette of Government 
of India. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
2012 
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New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3664.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 04 of 1947), the Central 
Government herdiy publishes the Award (Ref. No. 28/2001) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribun al-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2 , Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relations to the management of M/s, BCCL, and their 
workman, which was received the Central Government 
on 03-12-2012. 

[No. L-20012/432/2000-IR (C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT 

SHRIKISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act, 1947 

Reference No. 28 of 2001 

Parties : Employer in relation to the manage¬ 

ment of Kuya Colliery, Bastacolla 
Area of M/s. BCCL and their 
workmen. 

Appearances; 

On behalf of the ; Mr. N.G Arun, Rep. of workman 

workman 

On behalf of the ; Mr. U.N. Lai, Ld. Advocate 
management 

State; Jharkhand Industry^; Coal 

Dhanbad, the 18th October, 2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/432/2000 (C-1) dated 25-01-2001, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
BCCL in not regularising the services of the workman 
Smt. Chandiika Roy, as Loading Clerk, Kuya Colliery 
under Bastacolla Area is legal, justified and proper? 

If not, to what relief is the workman entitled and 
from what date?” 

2. Mr. N.G Arun, the Union Representative of the 
workman Chandrika Roy and Mr. U.N. Lai, the Ld. 
Advocate for the management are present. But no witness 
for the evidence of the workman has been produced 
despite Regd. notices. 
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On going through the case record, I find that this 
case has been pending for the evidence of the workman 
since 27-01 -2006 for w'hich earlier Regd. notices even the 
latest ones dt. 9-12-2010, 18-5-2011 and 16-8-2012 were 
issued to the Union concerned on its address noted in 
the Reference, yet not a single witness in support of the 
case of the workman within the period of more than six 
years has been produced. The workman by his conduct 
appears to be uninterested in pursuing the case of his 
regularisation. Therefore, the case is closed, as no longer 
industrial dispute exists. Accordingly, an award of no 
dispute is passed, 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

3 2012 
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New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3665.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 27/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2 , Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. BCCL and their workman which 
was received by the Central Government on 03-12-2012. 

[No. L-20012y454/2000-IR(C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRreUNALNO.2, AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D.Act, 1947. 

Reference No 2 7 of 2001 

Parties : Employer in relation to the 

management of Bastacolla Area 
of M/s. BCCL and their workman. 
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Appearances; 

On behalf of the : Mr. N.G Anm, Rep. of workman 

woikman 

On behalf of the : Mr. U.N. Lai, Ld. Advocate 

management 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated; Dhanbad, the 18th Oct, 2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/454/2000-IR (C-I) dated 25-01-2001 : 

SCHEDllLE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
BCCL in not regularizing the services of Sri B.M. 
Tiwari as Loading Inspector Kuya Colliery under 
Bastacolla Area is justified and legal? If not, to what 
relief is the concerned workman entitled and from 
what date ?” 

2. Though Mr, N.G Anm, the Union Representative 
for workman B. M. Tiwari is present, yet no witness for the 
evidence for the workman despite Regd. notices has not 
been produced. Mr. U.N. Lai, the Learned Advocate for the 
management is present. 

From the perusal of the case record, it stands evident 
from it and the case has been pending for the evidence of 
the woikman since 27-1-2006 for which Regd, notices earlier 
and latest dated 9-12-2010,18-5-2011 and 16-8-2012 were 
issued to the Union concerned on its address noted in the 
Reference. Even then not a single witness in support of the 
case of workman has been produced. The very conduct of 
the workman himself indicates that he is not interested in 
pursuing the case for its finality. This is the oldest case of 
the year 2001. Under these circumstances, let the case is 
closed and accordingly an award of no dispute is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
2012 

■^51,311. 3666,—1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

•h<«6R 

135/2000) ^ 

i, ^ 03-12-2012 'IITRT 

«7T I 

[■R 11:^-20012/165/2000-311^ 3TR ('Rt-I) ] 
STsfltT 

7636 <Sljpl~8 


New Delhi, the 3id December, 2012 

S.O. 3666.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government her^ publishes the Award (Ref. No. 135/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
tothemanagementofM/s.BCCLandthcirwoikman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 03-12-2012. 

(No. L-20012/165/2000-IR(C-I)1 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNfXtJRE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALN0.2AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(I)(d)ofthe I.D. Act, 1947. 

Reference No, 13 5 of2000 

Parties : Employer in relation to the 

management (rfKusunda Area 
of M/s, BCCL and their workman. 

Appearances: 

Onbehalfofthe : Mr. N.G Arun, Rep. of workman 
woikman 

Onbehalfofthe : Mr.D.K.^ferma,Ld.Advocate 

management 

State; Jharkhand Industiy; Coal 

Dated; the Dhanbad, the 18th Oct., 2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/165/2000-I.R(C-I)dated 18-09-2000 : 

SCHEDUIE 

“Whether the action of the management of Godhur 
Collieiy of M/s. BCCL in notr^ulaiizing. the services 
ofSriGopalNoniaas Clerk in the Loading section is 
justified ? If not, to what relief is the concerned 

workman entitled and from what date ?” 

2. Though Mr. N.G Arun, the Union Representative 
for workman GopalNoniaandMr. D.K. Vfeima, the Learned 
Advocate for the management are present but no witness 
for the evidence of the workman has been produced. 
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Perusal of the case record reveals the fact that the 
case has been pending for the evidence of the workman 
since 5-11-2004 for which earlier and latest Rcgd, notices 
dt. 8-11-2010,18-6-2012 and 16-8-2012 were issued to the 
Union concerned on its address as noted in the Reference, 
yet not a single witness in support of the case of the 
workman for his regularization has been produced till now. 
Since it is the oldest case of the year 2002 and the workman 
himself by his own conduct appears to be disinterested in 
pursuing of his case. Therefore, let the case be closed, as 
no longer the industrial dispute exists. Accordingly, an 
award of no dispute is passed. 

KISHORJ RAM, Presiding Officer 
3 2012 

W. 3 ir. 3667 .—I947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ -4', 

37ftl^F)T^/?ir7 2 , ^ ■q^ ( 37 ?^ 

^ 117/2003) ^ RerjiRfia f, vift 777^ 

03-12-2012 ^ TlFcT f37T ^TT I 


Appearances: 

On behalf of the Mr, S, Singh, Ld. Advocate 

workman 

On behalf of the : Mr. J.N. Das, Ld. Advocate 
management 

State: Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dhanbad, the 16th Oct., 2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the power conferred on them under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I D, Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No.L-20012/216/2003-rR(C-I)dated 10-11-2003 ; 

SCHEDULE 

Whether the action of the management of Oriental 
Coke Industries. Kandra, Govindpur, Dhanbad in 
terminating the services of Sri Wakil Shaw, Bhatta 
Mistiy,w.ef 26-11-2002 isjust fair and legal? If not, 
to what relief is the concerned workman entitled ?” 


R^-20012/216/2003-^37K (77t-I)] 
37 ^^ 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3667,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 117/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2 , Dhanbad as shown in the Annexurc. 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Oriental Coke Industries and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03-12-2012. 

[No, L-20012/2 16/2003-IR (C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 2 AT DHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

SHRIKISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(I)(d)oftheI.D.Act, 1947. 


2 . None appeared for the workman Wakil Shaw nor 
the workman himself present nor rejoinder filed on his behalf 
to the petitioner dt. 16-1-2012 of the management for 
dropping the case on the ground of already payment of all 
legal dues to the workmtm from the office of the management; 
like wise none appeared on behal f of the management. 

After perusal of the case record, I find though the 
case has been pending for expertc evidence of the workman 
since 20-7-2004, not a single witness examined on behalf 
of the workman despite a last chance for it on 28-2-2012 or 
even till today and tlicreafter it has been running for filing 
a rejoinder to the petition of management dt. 16 - 1-2012 
since 2-5-2012, but the workman neither appeared nor filed 
any rejoinder to the said petition of the management which 
is related to the prayer of the management for dropping of 
the case on the ground that the workman had already 
received his all dues on 26-3 -2004 from the management as 
per his undertaking to withdraw' his case. The case is related 
to an issue of termination of his service w.e.f 26-11-2002, 
The conduct of the workman manifests his 
disinterestedness in pursuing the case sincerely. 

Under these circumstances, the case is closed; 
accordingly, an award is passed as non existent of the 
Industrial dispute now, 


Reference No. 117 of 2003 

Parties ; Employer in relation to the 

management of Oriental Coke 
Industries, Kandra, 
Govindpur, Dhanbad and their 
workman. 


KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

3 2012 

W.37r. 3668.—37fK[fiF7T7, 1947 (1947 
^ 14 ) ^ ^ 17 ^ 37^777^ R, 

^ 3717 3-1 


■TirrTW 


f IHM SI 




iH IS 


[W\ II—^ 3(ii)] 


: MmT 29, 2012/^ 8, 1934 


8669 


3Tr%^^'<«|/?R 'H. 2, ^ (371^ 'H’isill 

215/2001 ) ^ y=bin?rd t, # ^ 

03-12-2012 ^^13:11 «?I I 

[U TT^~20012/282/2001-'3n^ ^ C^-I)J 
31^ ■^^R, 3lteT^ 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3668.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref, No. 215/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL and their woricman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 03-12-2012. 

[No. L-20012/282/2001-IR(C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO, 2 AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIKISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D.Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 215 of 2001 

Parties : Employer in relation to the 

management of Madhuban Coal 
Washeiy of M/s BCCL and their 
workmen. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the ; Mr. N. G Arun, the Union Rep. 
workman 

On behalf of the : Mr, U.N. Lai, Ld. Advocate 
management 

State; Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated; the Dhanbad, the 01st Oct., 2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 


dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/282/2001,1.R. (C-I)dated 12-09-2001 : 

SCHEDULE 

^ RFT % RTO 

3T.R (09) 

^ ^ '4’R>Ff 

RR#t’, fRiRT"STTR'3f^RR t ?Rf^ 

?T, ^-SRR RRIrTH ^ RTR t RRT RRt^ 

^ t ?” 

2. Neither Mr. N.G Arun, the Union Representative 
nor any of the workmen B.K. Shamal and nine others as per 
list appeared for evidence of the workmen. Mr. U.N. Lai, 
the Ld. Advocate for the Management is present. 

After going through the case record, I find the case 
has been pending for the evidence of the workmen since 
22-09-2006. But despite Regd. notices including latest ones 
dt. 24-11-2011, 26-04-2012 and 8-8-2012 issued to the 
Secretary of Rastriya Colliery Mazdoor Sangh on its 
address noted in the Reference itself, not a single witness 
produced despite more than sufficient opportunities were 
given to the Union concerned. This is the oldest case of 
the year 2001 related to an issue for the regularisation of 
the workmen.The conduct of the Union Representative as 
well as that of the workmen shows the fact they are least 
concerned in pursuing the case sincerely. They appear to 
be disinterestedness to contest the case. 

Proceeding with the case for uncertainity is 
unwarranted. Therefore, the case is closed and accordingly, 
it is awarded that no longer industrial dispute existe. 


KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 


Name 

Present 

Designation 

Working as 

ShiiB.K. Samal 

Time Office Helper 

Time Keeper 

ShriKR Sagar 

-Do- 

-Do- 

Shri SonaHazam 

-Do- 

-Do- 

Shri Devendra Singh Weigh Bridge 
Helper 

Weigh Bridge 
Cleric 

Shri Indu Bhushan 
Kumar 

Helper 

-Do- 

Shri Sheo Sharan 
Singh 

General Mazdoor 

—Do— 

Shri Vmoy Shanker 
Pandey 

-Do- 

-Do- 

Shri Agnoo Shahu 

-Do- 

-Do- 

Shri Bachan Lai 
Shaw 

Office Mazdoor 

TVpist 

Shri \lkash Pandey 

General Mazdoor 

Despatch 

Oak 
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3669.—altefIRich rc(cji<; 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 17 ^ ^ 

WtRT? ^ tWsraif ch 44 )KT ^ 3T^ 

4’ flR'e ■ 4 * '5Tfir 4 T7T)(^ 

T, 2, ^'iqi<^ ^ 71^ 63/2004) ^ TT ^ ll ^ i d 

t, ^ ^-sOq w<5hi< ^ 03-12-2012 ^ ^37T stt I 

[B. ''^-20012/51/2004-3Tt|33R (#-!)] 
3T3ftcT 33^^ 3Tfq^ 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3669. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No, 63/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Laibour Court No, 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. CCL and their workman, 
which was received bv the Central Government on 
03-12-2012. 

[No. L-20012/51/2004-IR (C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

LOK ADALAT 

In the matter of reference u/s 10( l)(d)(2A) of I.D. Act. 
Ref No.63 of2004, 

Employer in relation to the management of Saunda 
Colliery M/s. CCL. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

PRESENT; 

Sri Ranjan Kumar Saran, Presiding Officer 
Appearances: 

For the Employers : Sri D.K. \brma, Advocate 

For the Workmen : Sri Yogendra Prasad, 

Area Secretary 

State: Jharkhand ( Industry : Coal 

Dated 8-11-2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, has 
in exercise of the power conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 


[PartII~Sec. 3(ii)] 


Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal; 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Hind Mazdoor Kishan 
Panchayat from the management of Saunda ‘D’ 
Colliery of M/s. CCL. P.O. Saunda ‘D’. Distt. 
Hazaribagh to give promotion to S/Sri Yogendra, 
Deochand, Parmeshwar, Nagdeo and Suresh from 
Clerk, Grade-II to clerk, Grade-I as per provision of 
implementaton Instriction No. 40 (1.1.40 dated 
5-12-1984 of N.C.W. A.) is proper and justified? If so, 
to what relief are the concerned workmen entitled 
and from what date?'’ 

Due notice has been served on the parties. Claim 
statements and rejoinder received. Before commencement 
of evidence the union files a petition to withdraw the case. 
Copy served without objection. Heard, the prayer for 
withdrawal of the case is allowed. 

Hence No. Dispute Award passed. Communicate to 
Ministry. 

R.K SARAN, Presiding Officer 

^ 3 2012 

W. 3 ?r. 3670 .—aftiylPlch I947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ 373337^ R, 737=617 

^ 73^ cF4 ' ^kT ^ 

33^*?3 4 14^ 4 

33^33^1, 4. 2, ^ ^ TT^ 90/2005) ^ 

4, ■^7=44? 73<q)K 4) 03-12-2012 TirTT 

^3TT 23T I 

[73. 1773 - 20012 / 74 / 2005 - 333 ^ 33R(73|-I)] 
3344 ^qT7, 33^«3Tn 33f?i3^ 
New Delhi. tlic 3 rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3670.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 90/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No, 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. BCCL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 03-12-2012. 

[No. L-20012/74/2005-IR (C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, DHANBAD 

PRESENT; 

Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer 


■IT- 


iiiTTiniiff' 


4tB »l 


I'm II—3(ii)] 
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In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oflhel.a Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 90 of2005 

PARTIES: 

Employer in relation to tlte management of Bastacolla 
A rea of M/s. BCCL and their workmen. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the : Mr. K.N. Singh, Representative 

workman of the workman 

On behalf of the i Mr. D.K. \ferma, L.D. Adv. 

management 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated Dhanbad, the 16th October, 2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the power conferred on them under Section 
I0{l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/74/2005-I.R. (C-I) dated 13-09-2005: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of GO.C.P. 
under Bastacolla Area of M/s. BCCL in not 
regularizing Sri Anil Kumar Ojha as Loading Clerk is 
justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned 
workman entitled and from what date ?” 

2. Neither the Union Representative nbr workman 
/^il Kumar Ojha appeared nor any witness for the evidence 
of the workman produced despite ample opportunities/ 
Regd, notices. Mr. D.K. Verma, the Ld. Advocate for the 
management is present. 

Perused the case record. It stands clear from it that 
the case has been pending initially for filing rejoinder and 
the documents of the woikman since 27-04-2006 and since 
thereafter for the evidence of the woricman from 10-1-2012, 
for which Regd. notice dt, 22-6-2011 and 28-8-2012 were 
issued to the Vice President, Janta Mazdoor Sangh, Vihar 
Building, Jharia, Dhanbad on his address as noted in the 
Reference itself, yet not a single witness has been 
produced for the evidence of the workman. Such conduct 
of the U nion Representative as well as that of the woikman 
clearly indicates their disinterestedness in contesting the 
case Under these circumstance, proceeding with the case 
for uncertainity is unwarranted. Hence the case closed 
and accordingly an award of “no dispute” is passed, 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
^ 3 2012 

eRT.OT. 3671.—aifMfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) 


•ft' aqWry 

ft. 2, 53/2003) ^ y^^lPvid 

03-12-2012 ^ lira 1331 8tT I 

[Tf. T^-20012/257/2002-3Tlf 31R (#*!)] 
31 ^ 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3671.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovemment hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 53/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexurc, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. CCL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
03-12-2012. 

[No. L-20012/257/2002-IR(C-I)l 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 , DHANBAD 

LOK ADALAT 

In the matter of reference u/s 10(l)(d)(2A) of I D. Act. 
Ref No.53 of 2003. 

Employer in relation to the management of Area Colliery 
M/s. CCL. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

PRESENT: 

Sri Ranjan Kumar Saran, Presiding Officer 
Appearances: 

For the Employers : Sri D.K. \ferma, Advocate 
For the Workman : Sri Sri U.N. Lai, Advocate 
State; Jharkhand Industry; Coal 

Dated 8-11-2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, has in 
exercise of the power conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-scction(2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of area 
colliery of M/s. C.C. Ltd., not to regularize Futu 
Mahato and 14 others workmen (As per list) as T. R. 
Worker is justified? If not, to what relief are the 
workmen concerned entitled and from what date ?” 
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Due notice has been served on the parties.Claim 
statements and rejoinder filed by the Workman, Workman 
examined two witness. Workman evidence closed. During 
continuance of the case workman files an application to 
withdraw the case, copy served. It appears that this is no 
dispute between workman and management. Petition of 
withdrawal of the case filed by the workman allowed. So it 
is fit and proper to pass. No Dispute Award, 

Hence No Dispute Awards passed. Communicate to 
Ministiy'. 

R.K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
M 3 2012 

W,3?r. 3672,—rridK 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 17 ^ ^'<=hK ^ 

^ -cfirlchK'i ^ 

RailiylPlch 
?riT T. 1, ^ (37T^ TFsTl 68/1991) 

^ iiPhifirio t, # ^ 03-12-2012 ^ 

"SIT^ ^3TT 8tT I 

in ReI-20012/367/1990-a3T^ 3TR (7Tt-I)] 
■33^ 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3672. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herein publishes the Award (Ref. No. 68/1991) 
of the Central Government Industrial 3'nbunal-cum- 
Lafcour Court No. l,Dhanbadas shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to Ithe management of M/s. CCL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
03^12-2012. 


[No. L-20012/367/1990-IR (C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference u/s 10(l)(d)2(A) of ID. Act. 
Ref No.68of 1991. 

Employer’s in relation to the management of Amlo 
Project of M/s. CCL, 

AND 

Their workmen 

PRESENT; 

Sri Ranjan Kumar Saran, Presiding Officer 
Appearances: 

For the Employers : None 
For the Workmen ; None 


State: Jharkhand Industry; Coal 

Dated 8-11-2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, has in 
exercise of the power conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section(2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947, referred the following 
disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Amlo 
Project of M/s. C .C, L., P.0, Dhori,Distt. Giridihby 
dismissing the scn ices of Shri Jethu Oraon, Security 
Guard w.c.f 2-4-88 is justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to?” 

Due notice has been served on the parties. Claim 
statements and rejoinder filed. One witness for the side 
of management examined cross-examined discharged. 
Though adequate opportunity given, the workman did 
not turn up. Eleven years has been elapsed, Finally after 
the joining of the present P.0, registered notice was issued 
to the workman. The workman did not turn up. The 
workman has lost interest in the case. There is no necessity 
to linger the case 

Hence No Dispute Awards passed. Communicate to 
Ministry. 

R.K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

3 2012 

^.3Tr, 3673,—aiWlP I4v 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ ^ 

(331^'^ 53/2003) ^ 1ft 

^ 03-12-2012 ^ 3tF<T "1331 m I 

[73, T^-\ 1012/12/2002-331^ 3TK (RtqT3-I)] 
^3^ 333«fFT 

New'Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S,0. 3673.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 53/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Jet Airways (India) Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03-12-2012, 

[No. L-11012/12/2002-IR(CM-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT: 

Shri D. Sreevaliabhan, B.Sc., LL.B., Presiding Officer 

(Tuesday the 30th day of October, 2012/8th Kartika, 
1934) 

LD. 53/2006 


Workman ; K.N. Suresh Kumar, 

S/o Late K. Nars^anan Nair, 

Sree Path, C/o Kala Rice Mill, 
Kaithakunda, (PO.) Ayikkarapadi, 
Emad Taluk, Malappuram. 

By M/s. M.K. Damodaran & 
Associates 

Managements : 1. The Station Manager, 

Jet Airways (India) Limited, 

29, Mavoor Road, 
Calicut-673016. 

2. The Chairman & Managing 
Director, 

Jet Airways (India) Ltd., 

41/42, M^cer Chamljers III, 
Nariman Point, Mumbai- 
400 021 

By M/s. Mcnon & Pai. 

This case coming up for final hearing on 29-10-2012 
and this Tribunal-cum-Labour (2ourt on 30-10-2012 passed 
the following: 

AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour by Order No. L-11012/12/2002- 
IR(M-I) dated 28-8-2002 referred this industrial dispute to 
the Labour Court, Calicut and later after the formation of 
this tribunal the same was transferred to this tribunal as 
per the direction in the judgment dated 13-3-2006 in 
WP(C)1069/2006 of the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala. 

2. The dispute is: 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Jet Airways (India) Ltd., in dismissing Sr. K.N. Suresh 
Kumar, Sr, Security Asstt, from service is just, fair 
and legal? If not, to what relief is the workman 
concerned entitled to?”. 


3. After the receipt of the reference in the Labour 
Court, Calicut it was numbered as I.D. 4/2002 of that court 
and summons was issued to both parties After service of 
summons both parties entered appearance before that 
court. Workman filed claim statement with a prayer for 
reinstatment with back wages and other benefits making 
the allegation that his termination of service as per order 
dated 19th October, 2001 is arbitrary and illegal and by 
challenging the validity of the enquiry conducted with 
regard to the allegations levelled against him in the charge 
sheet dated 23-7-2001.It is fiirtherallcgcd that theenquiry 
was conducted in an improper and haphazard manner 
without any compliance with the principles of natural 
justice. The allegations in the charge sheet are stated to 
have been made deliberately to wre^ vengeance against 
him by some officials who were not in good terms with 
him. The enquiry is vitiated by procedural irregularity 
and the findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse and 
not based on any material. Acceptance of the enquiry 
report was without giving any opportunity to him of being 
heard. The punishment imposed him is also not 
proportionate to the alleged misconduct. The order of 
termination of his service is illegal as the enquiry was 
conducted in the flagrant violation of the principles of 
natural justice. 

4. Management filed written statement denying the 
allegations in the claim statement challenging the validity 
of the enquiry and also as to the imposition of penalty. 
According to the management the enquiry was properly 
conducted without any violation of the principles of 
natural justice after affording sufficient opportunity to 
the workman to participate in the enquiry. The punishment 
imposed is proportionate to the misconduct especially in 
view of the past record of the employee. Hence the action 
of the management in dismissing file workman from service 
is just, fair and legal. 

5. As the validity of the enquiry was under challenge 
the Labour Court, Calicut after taking evidence consisting 
of the depositions of WWl &MW1 and Ext. Ml heard it 
as a preliminary issue and the enquiry was set aside after 
entering into a finding that it is vitiated as it was not 
properly conducted in accordance with law as per order 
dated 14th June, 2005. The order was challenged by the 
management by filing WP(C) No. 24324/2005(U) before 
the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala. It was dismissed vide 
order dated 18th March, 2011. Against that order 
management filed Writ Appeal No. 674/2011 before the 
Hon’ble High Court of Kerala and the same was also 
dismissed confirming that order. 

6. While the matter was pending before the Hon’ble 
High Court there was stay of further proceedings in this 
case. After the dismissal of the Writ Appeal and on 
production of the copy of the judgment therein the case 
was posted for evidence of the management in view of the 
request made in the written statement to afford opportunity 
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to adduce fiirther evidence in the event of invalidation of 
the enquiry. Management has not adduced any fiirther 
evidence and hence the workman also did not adduce 
any evidence. 

7. The points that arise for consideration arc : 

(1) Whether the management has succeeded in 
proving the charges levelled against the 
charge sheeted employee ? 

( 2 ) Whether the penalty imposed calls for any 
interference ? 

(3) Reliefs and costs. 

8 . Point No. 1 :The two charges levelled against the 
workman in the charge sheet are : 

( 1 ) Riotous and disorderly behaviour during 
working hours at the establishment or any act 
subversive of discipline. 

( 2 ) Wilful insubordination or disobedience 
whether alone or in combination with others 
to any lawTuI and reasonable order of a 
superior”. 

9. The allegations levelled against him in the charge 
sheet are that while he was working as Security Assistant 
in the service of the management he was selected by the 
mainagement to attend a training programme at Mumbai 
commencing on 16th May 2001. While he was at Calicut 
Airport for his Journey to Mumbai at about 3 pm on 15th 
Mai>' 2001 he was found to be under the influence of alcohol 
by the security officer and Airport Manager and he did 
not accede to their demand to undergo medical check up 
before boarding the flight. He went near the Aircraft 
without a boarding pass and undergoing security check. 
The Airport Manager forwarded a detailed report about 
the incident to his Superior officer and based on which 
the charge sheet was issued to the workman. 

10. After the invalidation of the enquiiy' it was 
incumbent on the part of the management to adduce 
evidence to prove the alleged misconduct before this 
tribunal and to consider the question of imposition of 
penalty. Management has not cared to adduce any 
evidence in spite of granting several adjournments for 
that purpose and even after allowing lA 144/2010 for 
adjournment of the case on payment of cost and posting 
the case for evidence to 29*10-2012. As the enquiry was 
invalidated and no evidence was adduced before this 
tribunal to prove the alleged misconduct after the 
invalidation of the enquiry it can only be held that the 
action of the management in dismissing the workman is 
not just, fair and legal. 

11. Point No. 2 : As the management has failed to 
prove the alleged misconduct by adducing any evidence 
the charge sheeted employee cannot be held guilty of the 
charges and hence no penalty can be imposed on him. 


|R\RTri-- Sr:c. 3(ii)j 

12. Point No. 3 : In the result I find that the action of 
the management in dismissing the workman is not just, 
fair and legal, Hcncc the management is directed to 
reinstate him in sen ice w ith full back wages, continuity of 
service and all other consequential benefits. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 30th 
day of October, 2012. 

D. SREEVALLABHAN, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX 

Witness for the Workman 

WWl - SureshKumarKN./‘Sreepatir,Kaithakunda 

P.O., Malappuram District, Pin-673 637. 

Witness for the Management 

MWl - SurendraKripal, Manager-H.R., Jet Airways 

(Pvt.) Limited, Mumbai. 

Exhibit for the Workman—Nil. 

Exhibitfor the Management 

Ml - Enquiry File. 
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New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3674,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 221/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial TribunaJ-cum- 
Labour Court No, 1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s, CCL and their workman, 
which was received bv the Central Government on 
03-12-2012. 

i No L-20012/305/2001-IR (C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference u/s 10(l)(d)(2A) of I.D. Act. 
Ref No. 221 of 2001. 

Employer’s in relation to the management of 
M/s, C.C. Ltd. 

AND 

Their workmen, 

PRESENT: 

Sri Ranjan Kumar Saran, Presiding Officer 
Appearances: 

For the Employers : Sri D.K. \fenna. Advocate 

For the Workman : Sri Lalo Manjhi, Concerned 
Workman 

State; Jharkhand Industry; Coal 

Dated 6-11-2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, has in 
exercise of the power conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section(2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Swang Washery of 
M/s. C.C.L., P.O. Swang,Dist. Bokaro in dismissing 
Shri Lalo Manjhi from services is justified? If not, to 
what relief is the workman concerned entitled ?” 

Due notice has been served on the parties. Claim 
statement filed by the parties. One Witness examined by 
the management. Management evidence closed. At this 
stage the workman files a petition to withdraw the case. 
Copy served. Heard, prayer allowed. Workman does not 
want to proceed with the case. 

Hence No. Dispute Awards passed. Communicate 
to Ministry. 

R.K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

3lW^, 2012 
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New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3675.“In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 148/ 
2003) of the Central Government IiulustrialTribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Anncxure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Western Coalfield Limited, and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03-12-2012. 

[No. L-22012/245/2002-IR(OI-II)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ.P.CHAND,PRESIDINGOFFICER, 
CGrr-CUM-LABOURCOUKr,NAGaTO 

CaseNo. CGIT/NGP/l48/2003 
Date 7-11-2012 

Party No. 1 : The Chairman-cum-Managing 

Director, 

WCL, (3oal Estate, Civil Lines, 
Nagpur. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : The Joint General Secretary, 

Rashitya Kqyala Khadan Mazdoor 
Sangh, (INTUC), 604-Giripeth, 
Nagpur-440010. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 30thOctober,2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and the dependent of deceased 
wofionan, Shri Rajesh Pocham Gumadwar, for adjudication, 
as per letter No. L-22012/245/2002-IR (CM-B) dated 
9-6-2003, with the following schedule: 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Western Coalfields Ltd. of Hindustan Lalpeth 
Olliery Open cast Project, Chandrapur Area in 
justified in dismissing the deceased workman Sh. 
Rajesh Pacham Gumadwar, Driver w.e.f 20-11-1997 
and whether the action of the said management in 
denying employment or payment of monetary 
compensation @ Rs. 3000 P.M. to Smt. Padma 
Widow of the said workman in justifed? If not, to 
what relief is Smt. Padma Widow of the deceased 
workman Rajesh Pocham Gumadwar entitled? 
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2 , On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the Union, “Rashitya 
Koyala Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC)”, filed the 
statement of claim on behalf of the applicant Smt. Padma 
Gumadwar and the management of WCL, {‘'Party No. 1 ” in 
short) filed their written statement. 

The case as projected by the union in the statement 
of claim is that it is a registered trade union and Late Rajesh 
Pocham Gumadwar, the deceased workman was it member 
and the party No. 1 is a government coal company and is 
a subsidiary coal company of Coal India Ltd. and is 
controlled by the Government of India and is a “State” 
under article 12 of Constitution of India and the deceased 
workman was initially appointed as Badli worker on 
21 -07-1984 by the party no. 1 and he on having been put 
in the requisite attendance of 190/240 days of attendance 
in a year was regularized as permanent workman from the 
year 1986 and he was also promoted as a driver, Cat. V 
under the National Coal Wage Agreement (“the NC WA” 
in short) and sometime in 1995, the deceased workman 
suffered from serious jaundice and treated at Hindustan 
Lalpeth Colliery Dispensary, Chandrapur Area Hospital 
and so also by private Medical practitioner, on account 
of which, he was not able to attend his duties for some 
time and for such unavoidable absence from duty, the 
workman was submitting necessary' medical certificate 
about his sickness issued by the doctors and such 
certificates were accepted by the project officer of 
Hindustan Lalpeth Colliery, while allowing the deceased 
workman to resume duties after his sickness and the 
workman again feel sick on 15-11 -1997 for which he was 
advised to remain on medical leave by the Medical Supt., 
Hindustan Lalpeth Colliery Dispensary' and an unfitness 
ticket was issued and the deceased workman though 
continued to suffer from serious problems arising out of 
jaundice, he was forcibly declared fit to resume duties 
from 20-11-1997 by issuing fitness certificate on 
19-11-1997. 

The further case of the union is that a charge sheet 
dated 11/12-01-1997 was issued against the deceased 
workman by the Manager, Hindustan Lalpeth colliery open 
cast mine, alleging unauthorized absence of the workman, 
to which the deceased workman submitted his reply stating 
his difficulties in not to be regular in his duties and a 
departmental enquiry was constituted and Shri R.H. 
Dirigalwar was appointed as the enquiry officer, but as 
Shri Dingalwar was discharging the duties of a Labour 
Welfare Officer on the date of his appointment as the 
enquiry Officer, the same was violative of Rule 73 ( 2 ) of 
the Mines (Central Rules), 1955 and as such, the enquiry 
conducted by Shri R.H. Dingalwar against the deceased 
workman were against the law and the departmental 
enquiry was conducted in a haste within a period of 20 
days in four sittings and no fair and reasonable 
oppbrtunity was given to the deceased workman by the 


enquiry officer, while conducting the enquiry and copies 
of documents were not supplied well in advance and the 
enquiry officer did not consider the medical reports 
submitted by the deceased workman in the enquiry and 
the original documents were not produced by the 
management in the enquiry and as such, the enquiry 
conducted against the deceased workman was against 
the principles of natural Justice and copy of the report of 
the enquiry officer and 2nd Show cause notice were not 
given to the deceased workman, before he was dismissed 
from service and therefore, the dismissal of the workman 
from services by order dated 18/20-11-1997 was unfair, 
unlawful and against the statute and once it is held that 
the order of dismissal is invalid and void, then it is to be 
deemed that the workman was in sendee till the date of his 
death, which occurred on 4-1 -1998. 

It is further pleaded by the union that in NCWA-IV, 
which was in operation from 1 -7-1996 to 30-6-2001, there 
was provision for giving employment to one of the 
dependents of a workman who dies either in harness or 
due to mine accident and as on the date of the death of 
the deceased w orkman, tlic age of his widow was about 27- 
years, she was entitled for employment as the dependent 
of the workman. 

It is also pleaded by the union that the deceased 
workman had made an appeal to the Chief General 
Manager, Chandrapur Area, the notified Appellate 
Authority, under the certified standing orders within the 
stipulated period of 45 days and also to the Sub-Area 
Manager and Manager of Hindustan Lalpeth open cast 
sub area on 2-12-1997 to reinstate him in service and under 
the certified standing orders of WCL, the Appellate 
Authority is required to give his decision on the appeal 
preferred by the workman within 45 days of the receipt of 
the appeal, but the appellate authority did not give his 
decision on the appeal filed by the deceased workman 
and it is settled law' that a workman deemed to have been 
continued to remain a workman till the disposal of the 
appeal and as such, the deceased workman deserved to 
be considered to have been continued to remain as a 
workman and in terms of NCWA-Vl, the window of the 
deceased workman is entitled to be given employment as 
the dependent of the deceased workman and the worieman 
was placed on sick rolls ofthe colliery from 15-11-1997 
and the management of WCL forcibly declared him fit 
only with mala fide intention to serve the dismissal order 
on him on 20-11-1997. although he was still suffering 
from serious disease of jaundice, which turned into 
cirrhosis and the deceased workman was under the 
treatment of Dr. Raju Sainani, after his dismissal and due 
to deterioration of the condition of the deceased workman 
he was referred to Civil Hospital, Chandrapur on 3-1-1998 
for treatment and he dies at Ci\il Hospital on 4-1-1998 and 
on post mortem, it w as found that the deceased workman 
died due to Hepatitis. 
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The further case of the union is that the widow of 
the deceased workman made reprraentation on 22-12-1998 
to the authorities requesting them to give her employment 
as dependent of her deceased husband, but the Sub Area 
Manager, Hindustan Lalpeth open cast sub area by letter 
dated 6/11-01-1999 informed her about the refusal of the 
management to give her employment. 

The further case of the union is that a letter dated 
25-3-1999 was addressed to the General Manager, 
Chandrapur Area by them, requesting to give employment 
to the widow of deceased workman or pay monthly 
monetary compensation and on 1-4-2000, a reminder was 
issued to the Chief General Manager, Chandrapur Area to 
give decision on the letter dated 25-3-1999 and the Dy. 
Chief Personnel Manager, Chandrapur Area by his letter 
dated 18/21-5-2000 informed the union denying to give 
employment to the widow of deceased workman, Smt. 
Padma or pay her monthly monetary compensation, so 
the union on 21-09-2001 submitted a letter to the Chairman- 
cum-Managing Director, WCL, Nagpur, requesting to give 
employment or monetary compensation to Smt. Padma, 
but the Chairman did not convey his decision on the 
representation dated 21 -9-2001 and as such, by letter dated 
31-1-2002, they raised the industrial dispute before the 
RLC (C), Nagpur and the matter was seized by the RLC for 
conciliation and on failure of the conciliation, a failure 
report was submitted to the Central Government and the 
Central Government referred the dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

It is also pleaded by the union that the action of the 
party no. 1 in forcibly declaring the workman medically fit 
on 19-11 -1997 to resume duty on 20-11 -1997 and serving 
the dismissal order on 20-11-1997 without serving the 
second show cause notice and the copy of the enquiry 
report is against the principles of natural justice and is an 
act of mala fide and therefore, the dismissal is bad in law 
and deserve to be set aside. 

The union has prayed to declare the order of 
dismissal passed against the deceased workman dated 
20-11-1997 as illegal and to treat him to be in service till 
4-1-1998, i.e. till the dath of his death and to give 
employment to Smt. Padma, the widow of the deceased 
workman and to pay her the arrears wages w.e.f. 20-11- 
1997 or monetary compensation of Rs. 3000/- per month 
w.e.f 20-11-1997. 

3. The party no. 1 in their written statement have 
pleaded inter-alia that the deceased workman, Late Rajesh 
Pocham was working as driver in Hindustan Lalpeth open 
cast mine of Chandrapur area and he was charge sheeted 
vide charge sheet dated 11/12-01-1997 for his habitual 
and unauthorized absence from duties since 5-1-1997 
and the deceased workman submitted his reply to the 
charge sheet and as the same was found not to be 
satisfactory, domestic enquiry was constituted to enquire 


in to the charge sheet and four sittings of the domestic 
enquiry were held and the deceased workman had 
participated in the enquiry fiilly and the enquiry was 
concluded on 23-02-1997 and the past record of the 
decease workman was very poor and he was issued with 
24 warning letters and three charge sheets and the records 
reveal that he was a habitual absentee and the domestic 
enquiry was held in a proper manner offering full 
opportunities to the deceased workman and the enquiry 
was fully fair and in accordance with the principles of 
natural justice and during the course of the enquiry, the 
deceased workman nowhere mentioned about his 
suffering from jaundice and to cover up his absence, he 
submitted different medical certificates from different 
doctors in which variety of reasons were mentioned and 
infact, he was in habit of consuming alcohol, which was 
supported by the contents of the discharge note dated 
16-7-1997 and the charges were proved against him beyond 
doubt and on the basis of departmental enquiry and taking 
into consideration of his past attendance records, the 
services of the deceased workman was terminated w.e.f 
20-11-1997 and the deceased workman expired on 
4-1-1998 and as the workman died after his dismissal from 
services, the question of offering any employment or 
monetary compensation to his wife, Smt. Padma does not 
arise. 

It is further pleaded by the party no. 1 that the union 
has misrepresented about the facts that Shri R.H. 
Dingalwar, the enquiry officer was woiidng as the Welfare 
Officer and one separate designated Personnel Manager, 
Shri S.N. Gohakar was functioning as LWO and issuance 
of second show cause notice would not have affected the 
outcome of the enquiry and the union has not alleged as 
to how and in what manner prejudice was caused to the 
deceased workman and as the deceased workman died 
after his dismissal from service, the provision of NCWA 
regarding providing of employment or payment of 
monetary compensation to the dependent is not aj^licable 
and dismissal of the deceased workman was proper and 
fully justified and legal and the reference is to be answered 
against the union. 

4. It is necessary to mention here that in this 
reference, the moot question for consideration is regarding 
the validity or other wise of the refusal of the party no. 1 
in giving employment or monetary compensation of 
Rs. 3000/- per month to Smt. Padam, the widow of the 
deceased workman, Rajesh Pocham Gumadwar and while 
deciding the said issue, the issue regarding the validity of 
the dismissal of the deceased workman is to be 
consideration incidentally. It is also necessary to mention 
here that as the deceased workman had died prior to the 
raising of the dispute, instead of taking the validity of the 
departmental enquiry into consideration as a preliminaiy 
issue, all the i^es involved in the reference are taken up 
for consideration together. 
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5. Besides placing reliance on documentary evidence, 
both the parties have adduced oral evidence in support of 
their respective claims. Smt. Padma, the widow of the 
deceased workman and Shri Mallaram Sateyya, the 
defence representative of the deceased workman in the 
departmental enquiry have been examined as the two 
witnesses on behalf of the union. 

Shri Ramesh Hanumantrao Dingalwar, the enquiry 
officer, who had conducted the enquiry against the 
workman and Dr. A.K. Verma have been examined as the 
two witnesses by the party no. I. 

6. Smt, Padma in her evidence has stated that her 
husband was working as a driver at Hindustan Lalpcth 
Open Cast Mine and her husband died on 4-1-1998 and 
after the death of her husband, she applied for giving her 
employment, but the management did not agree to give 
her employment, as her husband died after his dismissal 
for services and her husband was dismissed from service 
on 20-11-1997 and at that time her husband was under 
treatment at the colliery dispensary and hospital for 
jaundice and on 19-11-1997, her husband was on sick roll, 
but only to serve the notice of dismissal on her husband, 
her husband was falsely shown to be fit to join duty from 
20-11-1997 in the medical certificate issued on 19-11-1997 
and as such, the order of dismissal is illegal and as her 
husband was under treatment at colliery hospital for 
jaundice, the charge of unauthorized absence levelled 
against her husband was false and illegal and her husband 
was dismissed from service on false and illegal allegations 
and the post mortem report of her husband disclosed 
that her husband died due to jaundice and she is entitled 
for employment or monetary compensation in case of any 
difficulty to provide her employment, then her elder son is 
entitled for employment. 

On perusal of the evidence of Smt. Padma, it is 
found that in her evidence, she has not at all challenged 
the legality or otherwise of the departmental enquiry. 

7. Mallaram Satteya, the witness no. 2 examined by 
the union, in his evidence has stated that in the year 1995, 
the deceased workman suffered from jaundice and was 
treated in the colliery dispensary and due to suffering 
from jaundice and sustaining injury on his hand, he was 
not able to perform his duty and he was advised by the 
doctor of Hindustan Lalpeth Dispensary to take rest and 
he was also referred to Chandrapur Area Hospital for 
treatment and when he was suffering seriously from 
jaundice, management submitted the charge sheet dated 
11/12-01-1997 against him for remaining absent from duty' 
unauthorisedly. This witness has reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the statement of claim, in his evidence on 
affidavit. However, in his cross-examination, this witness 
has! admitted that he was the co-worker of Rajesh in the 
departmental enquiry initiated against him and no 
document has been filed to show that Shri R.H. Dingalwar 
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was the Labour Officer, when he was appointed as the 
enquiry officer for making the enqiry against Rajesh and 
he did not file any objection before the enquriy officer 
that the enquiry' was being conducted in a haste and he 
cannot quote the prox'ision in the Standing Order to show 
that an employee can be deemed to be in service till his 
appeal is not disposed of by the appellate authority. 

8. Shri Ramesh Hanumantrao Dingalwar, examined 
as witness no, 1 by the party no. 1, in his evidence has 
stated that he was appointed as the enquiry officer to 
conduct the enquiry' against Rajesh, the deceased 
workman and his appointment as the enquiry officer was 
not protested either by the workman or the union on any 
ground and the workman had attended the enquiry on all 
the dates with his co-w orkcr and the proceedings of the 
enquiry were recorded in Hindi language and the enquiry 
was conducted by him giving every opportunity to both 
the parties to put up their respective cases and the enquiry 
was held in a fair and proper manner and the enquiry was 
closed on 23-02-1997 with the consent of the parties and 
the day to day proceedings were signed by the workman 
and his co-worker and he submitted his report holding 
the workman guilty of the charges, on 10/18-3-1997 and 
he was not carrying any bias or prejudice against the 
workman and his report was based on objective analysis 
of the evidence adduced before him. 

In his cross-examination, this witness has stated 
that he, conducted the departmental enquiry against the 
workman according to the certified standing orders of 
WCL and the enquiry was completed within 20 days and 
in four sittings and there is nothing in the proceedings of 
the enquiry to show that the copies of the documents 
were supplied to the workman. It is to be mentioned here 
that during the cross-examination of this witness, even no 
suggestion was given to him that he was woricing as a 
labour officer. 

9. The other witness examined by the party no. 1 is 
doctor A.K, Verma, who has stated that the deceased 
workman was treated and admitted in the Area Hospital 
from 14-11-1997 to 19-11-1997 and was declared fit on 
20-11-1997 by the Area Hospital and the patient reported 
to Hindustan Lalpeth Colliery Dispensary for obtaining 
fitness certificate and on reporting to him on 20-11-1997, 
he also examined the workman and found him fit for his 
duty and accordingly, he issued the fitness certificate on 
20-11-1997. In thecross-examinationof this witness also, 
no suggestion was given that the fitness certificate was 
issued forcibly. 

10. During the course of the argument, it was 
submitted by the union representative that the enquiry 
conducted by the enquiry officer without explaining the 
procedure of the departmental enquiry is unfair and 
vitiated and the enquiry' was vitiated due to non supply 
of documents and list of witnesses to the workman and as 
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no fair and proper opportunity was given to the workman 
to defend himself, the departmental enquiry is to be held 
as illegal and not in accordance with the principles of 
natural justice. It was further argued by the union 
representative that during the course of adducing 
evidence, the workman had infonned the enquiry olficer 
that due to disorder of liver, he was not able to attend 
duties at times and he was receiving treatment of his 
illness from colliery dispons^ as well as from Chandrapur 
Area Hospital, but the enquiry oiftcer did not ask the 
management representative to produce the documents 
regarding such treatment of the workman to verify the 
correctness of the submissions made by him and as the 
medical records were not verified, the conclusion drawn 
by the enquiry officer that the workman was absenting 
from duty without reasonable cause is therefore perverse 
and the enquiry officer did not assign sufficient reasons 
for arriving at the conclusion and for that also, the findings 
are perverse. It was further submitted by the union 
representative that clause 28.9 of the Standing Orders 
provides for supply of a copy of the enquiry report to the 
workman, l^fore the punishment is imposed and it is clear 
from the evidence that such copy was not supplied to the 
workman, so the pumshment of dismissal imposed against 
the workman is illegal and as the appeal preferred by the 
workman was not disposed of within the stipulated time 
as prescribed in the Standing Order and till disposal of 
the appeal, the workman was to be deemed as a workman 
and as such, one of his dependents entitled for employment 
as per the NCWA and therefore, the reference is to be 
answered in affirmative and Smt. Padma is entitled either 
to employment for monetary compensation. •' 

11. On the other hand, it was submitted by the 
representative for the management that tfie enquiry 
against the deceased workman was conducted in a fair 
and proper way and in accordance with the principles of 
natural justice and the findings of the enquiry officer are 
not perverse and the same are based on the evidence 
adduced in the departmental enquiry and serious 
misconduct of remaining unauthorized absence was 
proved against the deceased workman in a properly held 
departmental enquiry and the industrial dispute has.been 
raised after the death of the workman and as such, the 
reference is ab-initio void and the punishment is not 
shockingly disproportionate, there is no scope for the 
I'ribunal to interfere with the punishment and as there is 
no provision in NCWA to provide employment or 
monetary compensation to the dependents of a dismissed 
workmaii. It was also argued that as the union has failed 
to show that the workmaa was prejudiced due to non 
supply of the enquiry rqxirt, the action of the management 
is not vitiated. 

In support of such contentions, reliance was placed 
by party no. 1 on the decisions reported in 1996 L,AB IC- 
462 (SC) (B.C. Chaturvedi Vs. Union of India), 2003 LAB 


IC-757 (SC) (Regional Manager UPSKTC Vs. Hoti Lai), 2005 
LAB IC-4158 (SC) (V Ramana Vs. APSRTC), 2005 LAB IC- 
854 (SC) (Bharat Forge Co. Ltd. Vs. Uttam Manohar), 2008 
LAB IC-415 (M/s. L & T KamasUi Ltd. Vs. N. Udayakumar) 
and 1994 LAB IC-762 (Managing Director ECIL, 
Hyderabad Vs. Karunakar). 

12. Perused the record including the documents of 
the departmental enquiry filed by the parties. From the 
materials on record, it is found that the deceased workraan 
was served with the charge sheet and he filed his show 
cause to the charge sheet. The deceased workin^n also 
fully participated in the enquiry with his co-workcr and in 
his presence, evidence was produced in the enquiry by 
the management. It is also found that the workman was 
also given chance to adduce evidence in his defence. The 
enquiry officer gave his findings basing in the evidence 
adduced in the enquiry. There is nothing on r^^ord to 
show that the enquiry conducted against the deceased 
workman was illegal or not in accordance with the* 
principles of natural justice. The workman also failed to 
produce any evidence to sow that he was prevented by 
sufficient cause for not attending the duty. There is also 
no material on record to hold that the findings of the 
enquiry officer are perverse. It is found from the record. 
that the party no. 1 has not been able to show that the 
copy of the enquiry report was ^rved on the deceased 
woikman prior to the inq)osition of the punishment. 
However, it was neither beeri pleaded in the statement of 
claim nor been proved by adducing evidence by the union 
that any prejudice was caused to the workman due to 
non-supply of the enquiry report to him. Applying the 
principles enunciated by the Hon’ble Apex Court as 
reported in 1994 LAB lC-762 (Supra) to the presc: * case 
in hand, it can be held tjial the action of the party cannot 
be said to be illegal. 

13. On perusal of clause 30 of the Standing Orders it 
is found that the interpretation of the union representative 
that till the disposal of the appeal filed by thejdismissed 
workman against the punishment imposed against him by 
the appellate authority, he is to be deemed as a workman 
is quite wrong. Such an interpretation cannot be 
entertained and it cannot said that till the disposal of the 
appeal, the deceased workman should have been held as 
a workman. 

14. From the materials on record, it is found that 
serious misconduct of Remaining unauthorized absence 
frbm duty had been proved against the deceased worieman 
in a properly conducted departmental cnquiiy. Hcncc, the 
punishment of dismissal from service imposed against the 
deceased workman cannot be said to be shockingly 
disproportionate. ‘ 

15. It is the admitted case of the parties that the 
workman died after his dismissal from service.,The. 
provisions of providing employment or monetary 
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compensation to the dependents as provided in the 
NCWA arc applicable only to the dependents of a 
workman, who dies in harness. There is no provision in 
the NCWA to provide employment or monetary 
compensation to the dependents of dismissed workman, 
who died after his dismissal from service. Hence, the 
widow of the deceased workman is not entitled to any 
relief Hence, it is ordered;— 

ORDER 

The action of the management of M/s. Western 
Coalfields Ltd. of Hindustan Lalpeth Colliery Open cast 
Project, Chandrapur Area in justified in dismissing the 
deceased workman Sh. RajeshPocham Gumadwar, Driver 
w.e.f 20-11-1997 and whether the action of the said 
management in denying employment or payment of 
monetar}’compensation @Rs. 3000/-P.M, to Sml. Padma, 
Widow of the said workman in justified. Smt. Padma, 
Widowthe said deceased workman is not entitled to 
any relief 

J.P CHAND, Presiding Officer 

3f^^T^,2012 

W.OT, 3676.—1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) 1 7 ^ 1^. 

33^ ■ 4 ’ We ft’ 

^ 194/2002 ) 

«tT I 

[ft. ^-22012/265/1997-3TT^3TT7 (ftl-II)] 

ftt. 

^ New I>elhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3676. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 194/ 
2002)of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workmen, which was 
reoeivedby the Central Government on 3-12-2012. 

[No. L-22012/265/1997-IR (C-II)] 
B. M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ. P. CHAND, PRESIDING 

OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-IABOUR COURT, 
NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/194/2002 Date; 08-11 - 201 2 

Party No. 1 The Sub Area Manager, 

M/s, WCL, Dhoptala Open Cast 
Sub Area PO: Sasti, Tah, Rajura, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

Versus 


[Par t II—Sue. 3(ii)l 

Party No. 2 : Shri Sukhu Prasad, 

Secretary, Lai Zanda Coal Mines 
Ma/door Union (CITU), 

Miners Qtr, No. 6 / 1 , 

Balia rpur Colliery', 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated : 8 ih November, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman, Shri Deshraj 
Mangal, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/265/ 
97-IR(C-II) dated 23-10-2002, with the following 
Schedule:— 

SaiEDUUE 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL in 
dismissing Shn Deshraj Mangal, Pit Munshi Gr. II 
ofSasti Colliery from services w.e.f 12-6-1995 is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief he is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the workman, Shri 
Deshraj Mangal (“the workman” in short), filed the 
statement of claim and the management of WCL, (“Party 
No. 1 ” in short) filed their written statement. 

The case of workman as presented in the statement 
of claim was that he was employed in Sasti Colliery till his 
dismissal from service and w hile he was working as a Pit 
Munshi in Sasti Colliery, he was served with a charge- 
sheet dated 4/5-1-1994 and charges under clauses 26.18, 
26.27 and 26.43 of the certified standing orders of WCL 
were levelled against him and he refuted the charges by 
filing a reply on 10-1-1994 and the Party No. 1 appointed 
Shri Y. Krishna Shepuri as the enquiry officer to enquire 
into the charges levelled against him and the enquiry officer 
conducted the enquiry m a most illegal manner and he 
failed to supply copies of the documents relied by the 
management even after repeated request and the enquiry 
officer also did not give reasonable opportunity to him to 
defend himself in the enquiry and the enquiry officer failed 
to comply with the principles of natural justice while 
conducting the enquiry' and the enquiry officer by his 
findings dated 28-1-1995 held that the charges levelled 
against him were proved beyond any doubt and on the 
basis of the findings of the enquiry officer, a show cause 
notice was issued to him on 7-6-1995 after approval of the 
punishment of his dismissal from service by the competent 
authority for the misconduct committed by him and on 
receipt of the show cause, notice he sent a letter to Party 
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No. I seeking 15 days time to submit a detailed reply and 
the same was duly acknowledged by Par^ No. 1 on 
10-6-1995, but on 13-6-1995, the Party No. 1 issued an 
advertisement styled as “officer order” in the local 
newspaper, “Mahavidharbha" published from Chandrapur 
and in the office order, it was stated that he was dismissed 
from service with immediate effect and he did not receive 
the copy of the dismissal order dated 12-6-1995 and the 
office order also did not contain any reason of publishing 
the dismissal order in the Newspaper instead of serving 
the same on him by ordinary means and he was deprived 
of the opportunity to give his say against the findings of 
the enquiry officer and the dismissal order without 
affording opportunity to him to defend himself against 
the findings given by the enquiry officer is vitiated. The 
further case of the workman was that the enquiry officer 
failed to appreciate the fact that the charges levelled 
against him were not proved in the enquiry and he also 
failed to analyze the evidence given by the witnesses in 
its proper perspective and the findings of the enquiry 
officer arc based on extraneous consideration not germane 
to the charges levelled against him and the order of 
punishment was also passed mechanically by the 
competent authority, without duq application of mind and 
in colorable exercise of employer’s right and the dismissal 
order is wholly illegal, unfair and arbitrary and the same is 
also grossly disproportionate to the quantum of charges 
framed against him. 

The workman has prayed to set aside the order of 
punishment dated 12-6-1995 and for his reinstatement in 
service with full back wages and consequential benefits. 

3. The Party No. 1 in their written statement have 
pleaded inter-alia that the services of the workman were 
dismissed w.c.f 12-6-1995, whereas the present dispute 
was raised in the year 2002 i.e. after a lapse of about 7 
years and as such, the dispute is highly belated and is not 
maintainable. It is ftirther pleaded by Party No. 1 that while 
the workman was working as Pit Munshi in Sasti Colliery, 
he was issued with charge-sheet No. 3 dated 4/5-1-1994 
under clauses 26.18, 26.27 and 26.43 of the certified 
standing orders and the allegations made against the 
workman were that on 16-12-1993 at around 5 PM Shri U. 
B. Paratc,the Asstt. Colliery Manager, Sasti Colliery was 
at No. 2 colony to see off the safety inspection team and 
at about 5.10 PM, he got information from one Narsingh, 
Screen Tramer about falling of roof at 18 L Section, so 
immediately Shri Parate rushed to 18 L Section alongwith 
Shri A. S. Bapat, the under manager and while approaching 
18 L Section, he met Shri Ramesh Chandra Bhagu, who 
was seriously injured and being carried on stretcher near 
18 L/X cut, so he instructed Shri GV.S. Prasad, the shift 
incharge to accompany Shri Ramesh Chandra to surface 
and then proceeded to 18 L Scction/30 D and reached 
around 5 .35 PM and found the workman, Shri Ajabrao 


Gangaram Dewalkar was partially covered by coal pieces 
due to fhll of roof and mob qf ^ound 50 persons being led 
by the workman, Shri Deshraj Mangal was present there 
and Shri Parate enquired ^ut the availability of stretcher 
in the Section and he was informed about availability of 
spare stretcher at first aid section and Shri Parate asked 
the Mining Sirdar, Shri R. R Kota to give temporary support 
to avoid further fall of the roof and when he approached 
to rescue Shri Ajabrao, the workman who was deployed to 
work at 57 D/TS, obstructed him frwn rescuing the person 
and created hindrance in doing temporary sq>poiting work 
and the workman instead of helping SJud Parate in the job 
of rescuing the injured, started threatening him, stating 
that the injured would not to be allowed to taken out unless 
and until the arrival of the Manager and the Doctor at the 
spot and there would be dire consequences, in case of 
touching the injured workman, but inspite of the 
threatening, Shri Parate persuaded the overman and mining 
Sirdar and other wmrkmen present there for rescue and 
recovery work and by that time, Shri R N. Mishra, the 
Manager reached the place of accident and asked for 
recovery, but the workman obstructed Shri Mishra 
Physically to undertake the rescue work and at about 
6.30 PM, Shri Parate started rescue and recovery work 
with the help of the under manager and Shri Tamamullai 
and Shri Vinod Babu and removed Shri Ajabrao from the 
accident site by clearing the coal pieces ai|^ placed him at 
20 LS between 31 D and 32 D and Shri Ajabrao was 
examined by the doctor and was declared dead. The further 
case of Party No. 1 is that the workman submitted his 
reply to the charge-sheet and as the reply was found 
unsatisfactory, they decided to conduct a departmental 
enquiry against him and accordingly, Shri Y. Krishna 
Seopuri was appointed as the enquiry officer and the 
enquiry was conducted on various dates and the worieman 
alongwith his coworker fully participated in the enquiry 
and the enquiry was conducted legal, properly and 
following the principles of natural justice and the enquiry 
officer submitted his report holding the workman guilty of 
the charges and the enquiry report was placed before the 
disciplinary authority for consideration and after examining 
the report with reference to the relevant document on 
record, the disciplinary authority agreed with the findings 
of the enquiry officer and issued the show cause notice 
dated 7-6-1995 to the workman and as no reply was 
received from the woikman, his services were dismissed 
by order dated 12-6-1995 and the said office order was 
also published in the local newspaper, “Mahavidharbh”. 
The further case of the Party No, 1 is that the union had 
made a representation requesting the management to 
reconsider the decision and the management vide letter 
dated 23-4-1994 intimated the union that in view of the 
seriousness of the misconduct committed Ity the workman, 
his case cannot be reconsidered and their action in 
dismissing the services of the workman was in the light of 
charges proved in the departnienial enquiry and the 
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workman indulged in gross misconduct of interfering and 
preventing the management from rescue operation, when 
the life of workman was in danger and instead of extending 
any help to the management at the time of the accident, 
the workman created all sorts of obstacles and prevented 
the employees, who came forward to assist and help the 
management in the rescue operation and as the workman 
committed in human activity, their action is absolutely 
justified. It is further pleaded by the Party No 1 that the 
woiicman was given ample opportunity to represent against 
the show cause notice issued against him and the findings 
of the enquiry officer are based on the materials on record 
and the same'is legal and proper and the workman is not 
entitled to any relief 

4. As this is a case of dismissal of the workman from 
services, after holding-a departmental enquiry, the validity 
of the departmental enquiry was taken as a preliminary 
issue for consideration. In support of his claim, the 
workman had examined himself as a witness. However, the 
learned advocate for the workman on 7-1-2011 filed a pursis 
stating that the workman doesn’t challenge the validity of 
thfC enquiry. In view of the said pursis and taking into 
cqnsideration the materials on record, vide order dated 
4-?3-2011, the departmental enquiry conducted against the 
workman was teld to be legal, proper and by follow ing the 
principles of natural justice. 

5. It is necessary to mention here that during the 
pendency of the reference, the workman expired and as 
such, his legal heiri.e. his widow, namely, Smt Janaki Devi 
Deshraj Mangal was substituted in his place as per order 
dated 29-6-2012. 

6. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
letirned advocate for the petitioner that the findings of the 
eriquiry officer are perverse as the same are based on no 
evidence and are based on extraneous consideration and 
the punishment imposed against the deceased workman 
was too harsh and disproportionate to the charges alleged 
to be proved against hhn and as such, it is necessary to 
interfere with the punishment imposed against the 
deceased workman. 

7. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned 
actyocate for the Party No. 1 that the findings of the enquiry 
officer are not perverse and the findings are based on the 
evidence adduced by the parties in the enquiry and not 
any extraneous consideration. It was further submitted by 
the learned advocate for the Party No. 1 that the 
departmental enquiry conducted against the workman has 
already been held to be legal, proper and in accordance 
with the principles of natural justice by this Tribunal on 
4-3-2011 and commission of serious and gross misconduct 
of obstructing the m^nagment in the rescue operation when 
the life of-an employee was in danger was been proved 
against the workman in a properly conducted departmental 
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enquiry and the punishment imposed against the deceased 
workman cannot be said to be shockingly di^roportionate 
and the order of the dismissal was passed in accordance 
with law and therefore, the same cannot be characterized 
as extreme or harsh and as such, there is no scope to 
interfere with the punishment imposed against the 
deceased workman 

In support of such contentions, the learned advocate 
for the Party No 1 placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in 2004 (8) SCC-200 (K'rishan Kali Tea Estate Vs. Akhil 
Bharatirya Chaha Mazdoor Sangh), 1995 II L.L.J. - 987 
(Cement Corporation of Indian Vs. State of Himachal 
Pradesh and others), AIR 2010 SC-142 (Bi«cco Lawries 
Limited Vs. State of West Bengal), (1977) 2 5CC-491 (State 
ofHaiyana Vs, Ratan Singh), AIR 1988 SC-300 (Union of 
India Vs. B. K. Srivastava) and (1997) 6 SCC-75 
(Commissioner of Police Vs. Jayasurian and another). 

8, Before delving into the merit of the matter, I think 
it necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in different judgments in regard to 
the power of a Tribunal to interfere with the punishment 
imposed against a delinquent employee by the emnpetent 
authority in a domestic enquiry. 

In the decision reported in 2001 LAB lC/2367 (Syed 
Rahimuddin Vs, Director General, CISR) Hon’ble Apex 
Court have held that: - 

“Disciplinary Enquiry :—Finding of fact- 
Interfcrence-Pcrmissible only when there is no 
material for the said conclusion ; or that on the 
materials, the conclusion cannot be that of a 
reasonable man. Epquiry Officer dealing with Articles 
of charge chronologically and relevant materials on 
basis of which ultimate conclusion is arrived at. 
Findings of enquiry officer cannot be held to bp 
findings base on no evidence. Bias of enquiry offioer 
also not made out - Enquiiy’ cannot be held to be 
vitiattd.” 

9. In the decision reported in AIR 1972 SC~2182 
(M/s. The Benaras Electric Light and Power Co. Ltd. Vs. 
The Labour Court.-II, Lucknow ), the Hon’ble Apex Court 
have held that;— 

“A finding recorded in a domestic enquiry cannot 
be characterized as perverse by the Labour. Court 
unless it can be show'n that such a finding is not 
supported by any evidence, or is entirety opposed 
to. the whole body of evidence adduced. In a 
domestic enquiry once a conclusion is deducted 
from the evidence, it is not permissible to assail the 
conclusion even though, it is possible for some other 
authority to arrive at a different conclusion on the 
same evidence. ” 
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10. It is also well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court 
in a number of decisions that:— 

“A disciplinary proceeding is not a criminal trial. 
The Standard of proof required is th^t of 
preponderance of probability and not proof beyond 
reasonable doubt. 

Where there are some relevant materials which the 
authority has accepted and which materials may 
reasonaMy support the conclusion that the ofttcer 
is guilty, it is not the function of the High Court 
exercising its jurisdiction under Article 226 to review 
the materials. If the enquiry has been properly held, 
the question of adequacy or reliability of evidence 
cannot be canvassed before the High Court.” 

♦♦♦♦* ♦♦♦♦♦ 

The jurisdiction of the Tribunal to interfere with the 
disciplinary matters for punishment cannot be equated 
with an appellate jurisdiction. The Tribunal cannot interfere 
with the findings of the enquiry officer or competent 
authority where they are not arbitrary or utterly perverse. 
It is appropriate to remember that the power to impose 
penalty on a delinquent officer is conferred on the 
competent authority either by an act of Legislature or rules 
made under the proviso of Article 309 or the Constitution. 
If there has been an enquiry consistent with the rules and 
in accordance with the principles of natural jiustice, what 
punishment would meet the ends of justice is a matter 
exclusively within the jurisdiction of the competent 
authority. If the penalty can be lawfully imposed and is 
imposed on the proved misconduct, the Tribunal has no 
power to substitute its own discretion for that of the 
authority. 

11. It is also settled beyond doubt by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court in a chain of decisions that;— 

“The strict rules of evidence are not applicable to 
the proceedings before the Labour Court/Tribunal” 

12. Now, the present case in hand is to be judged 
with the touch stone of the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’blc Apex Court as mentioned above. 

On perusal of the materials on record, including the 
pleadings of the parties, it is found that there is no serious 
challenge in the statement of claim about the perversity of 
the findings of the enquiry officer. It is found from the 
materials on record that the findings of the enquiry officer 
are based on the evidence adduced in the enquiry. It is not 
a case of no evidence or that the conclusions drawn by 
the enquiry officer are totally against the materials on 
record. Hence, the findings of the enquiry officer cannot 
be said to be perverse. 


So far the proportionality of punishment is 
concerned, iiom the record, it is found that commission of 
grave misconduct has been proved against the workman 
in a properly conducted departmental enquiry. The 
punishment of dismissal of the workman from of the 
services cannot be said to be shocking disproportionate 
to the serious misconduct proved against the worionan. 
As such, there is no scope to interfere with the punishment 
imposed against the workman. Hence, it is ordered; 

ORDER 

The action of the management (rfWCL in dismissing 
Shri Deshraj Mangal, Pit Munshi Gr.-II of Sasti 
Colliery from services w.e.f 12-6-1995 is legal and 
justified. As the deceased workman is not entitled 
to any relief, his legal heir Smt. Janaki Deshraj 
Mangal is not entitled to any relief 

J. P, CHAND, Presiding Officer 
^ 3 2012 

3677.—1947 ( 1947 
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New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3677.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 38/2004) 
of the Central Gowmment hulu^rial Tribunal-cum-L^ur 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers the management of 
Western (Mfields Limited, and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-12-2012. 

[No. L-22012/185/2003-IR(CM-lI)] 
B.M.PATNAIK, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J. P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
NAGPUR 

Case No. CGlT/NGP/38/2004 Date: 16-11-2012 

Party No. 1 : The General Manager, 

Western Coal Fields Limited, 

Kanhan Area, Post-Dungaria, 
Chhindwara 


Versus 
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Party No. 2 ; Shri Sumant Pande, 

S/o Ramdulare Pande. 

R/OM.P. KhadanMazdoor 
Union Gudhi, 

(Ambada) Tah. Junnardco, 

District Chhindwara, M.P. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 16 th November, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Western Coalfields Limited and their 
workman, Shri Sumant Pande for adjudication, as per letter 
No. L-22012/185/2003-IR(CM-Il) dated 10-3-2004, with the 
following Schedule 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
General Manager, Western Coalfields Limited, 
Kanhan Area, Post-Dungaria, District-Chhindwara 
in not correcting the date of birth 1-1-1956 in place 
of 1-1-1950 in the service records of Shri Sumant 
Pande S/o Ramdulare, Operator/Assistant Fitter on 
I the basis of the school certificate is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the workman, Shri 
Sumant Pande (“the workman” in short), filed the statement 
ofdaimand the management of Western Coalfields Limited 
(“Party No. 1 ” in short) filed their written statement. 

The case of the workman as presented in the 
statement of claim is that he was appointed as a helper on 
24-1 -1974 at Damua Colliery by Party No. 1 and in the year 
1984, he was transferred to Nandan Washcry as an operator 
and at that time, from the last pay certificate issued by the 
office of Party No. 1, he found his date of birth to have 
been mentioned as 1-1-1950, so he orally requested Party 
No. 1 number of times to correct his date of birth as 1-1- 
1956 or otherwise, he would be deprived of six years of 
legitimate service and ultimately, on 4-8-1987, he submitted 
an application to correct his date of birth in the service 
records and after submission of repeated representations 
for the same, on 3-8-1991, the Party No. 1 issued a letter to 
him asking to submit the original certificate issued by the 
Board and accordingly, he submitted the certificate issued 
by Rewa Board, in which his date of birth was mentioned 
as 1 -1 -1956. The further case of the workman is that inspitc 
of submission of the Board certificate; the Party No. 1 did 
not correct his date of birth, so ultimately, the through his 
union made complaint before the ALC (Chhindwam), who 
seized the matter for conciliation, but as the conciliation 
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failed, the ALC submitted the failure report to the 
Government and the Central Government in their turn 
referred the dispute to the Tribunal for adjudication. 

It IS also pleaded by the workman that Party No. I 
has not disclosed basing on which document, they have 
written his date of birth as 1-1-1950 and it is the contention 
of Party No. I that at the time of his entry' in service, in the 
‘B form” register, liis date of birth was mentioned as 
1-1-1950 and on the basis of the same, his service record 
was prepared, but when his School certificate and all other 
documents clearly disclose his date of birth as 1-1-1956, 
there was no reason for Party No. 1 to record his date of 
birth as 1-1-1950 and even, the said recording had taken 
place erroneously, it is very much within the discretion of 
the Party No. 1 to correct his date of birth and refusal of 
Party No. 1 to correct his date of birth clearly shows that 
they are bent upon to deprive him from continuing in 
service. 

The further case of the workman is that it is settled 
law that correction in the service record can be made, if it 
is requested well in advance and in his case, he made the 
request immediately, when he came to know about the 
wrong recording of the date of birth in the year 1987 and 
there is no justification for the Party No. 1 to hold his date 
of birth as 1-1-1950, in absence of any documentary 
evidence and despite of submission of documents by him 
showing his date of birth as 1-1-1956, the Party No. 1 
refused to correct his date of birth with ulterior motive to 
deprive him from six years of service period and as such, it 
is necessary' to declare his date of birth as 1-1-1956 in the 
service records and to give all the consequential benefits 
of service to him, 

3, The Party No 1 in their written statement has 
pleaded inter-aiia that the workman was initially appointed 
as a General Mazdoor in the year 1974 and he was posted 
at Damua Colliery and subsequently, he was transferred 
to Nandan Washicry and at the time of his initial 
appointment, his date of birth was recorded in the official 
records as 1-1-1950 and under the provisions of the Mines 
Act, certain statutory registers including “Register of 
employment”, popularly known as Form - B register as 
provided under Rule 77 arc required to be niaintained and 
in Form - B register, personal particulars, such as, name, 
father’s name, permanent address, date of birth, 
identification mark etc. of all the employees are to be 
mentioned and after the amendment of the Mines Act, 
sometime in the year 1984, photographs of the employees 
were affixed on the said Form - B register and no employee 
is permitted to work in a mine without there being entry in 
Form - B register and the said “Register” is the register of 
personal bio-datas of a workman concerned and entries in 
the said register arc made on the basis of the information 
furnished by the workman concerned and the same are 
counter signed by the w orkman at the appropriate place in 
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the said register and in the Form - B register, the date of 
birth of the workman has been recorded as l>l-i950 and 
his initial date of appointment lias been recorded as 
24-1-1974. It is further pleaded by Party No. 1 that in 
JBCCI - n, the union raised the issue of correction of date 
of birth of employees concerned and after detailed 
discussion. Implementation Instruction No. 37 was 
circulated and in the said Implementation Instruction, a 
procedure was prescribed for correction and review of the 
date of birth of the existing employee and at the 3nl meeting 
of the JBCCI - IV held on 19th and 20th August, 1987, the 
subject of completion of service records of the workers 
was further discussed and the Implementation Instruction 
No. 37 dated 5-2-1981 was revised and revised/modified 
instructions were issued, generally known as 
Implementation Instruction No. 76, giving the procedure 
for determination/verification of the age of the employees 
and as per the guide lines given in Implementation 
Instruction No. 37, in the year 1981, they displayed a notice 
in the notice board, stating there in the date of birth of 
each employee and specifically pointing out that any 
person having any objection to submit such objection 
within 90 days and in the said notice, the date of birth of 
the workman was shown as 1-1-1950 and inspitc of the 
above facts, the workman did not submit any objection 
within the stipulated period and in the year 1987, the service 
excerpts of every employee were circulated and the 
employees were asked to give objection if any and in the 
service excerpts supplied to the workman, his date of birth 
was mentioned as 1-1-1950 and the workman by way of 
accepting the entries made there in, put his signature and 
submitted the same to the management without raising 
any objection what-so-ever and at the time of the transfer 
of the workman from Damua Colliery to Nandan Washiery, 
in his last pay certificate, his date of birth was mentioned 
as 25 years on 1-1-1975. 

It is also pleaded by the Party No. 1 that employees 
working in Coal Industry arc covered under the CMPF 
scheme and for the same, form “A” declaration is required 
to be submitted by the employee to become the member of 
the scheme and in form “A" submitted the workman 
bearing his signature, his date of birth has been mentioned 
as 1-1-1950 and Coal India has introduced family pension 
scheme and to get the benefit of the said scheme, the 
employees are required to submit their family particulars 
and the workman has submitted his family particulars, 
wherein he has mentioned his date of birth as 1-1-1950 
and the said document also bears the signature of the 
workman and the said declaration was submitted by the 
workman in the year 1995 and the workman has not 
submitted any document as mentioned in implementation 
Industniction Nos. 37 and 76 in support of his claim that 
his date of birth is 1 -1-1956 and the workman did not raise 
any objection about his date of birth recorded in official 
records inspite of giving notice by the management in the 


year 1981 and in 1987 and the ^voIkman raised tlw oI:^ection 
at the fhg end of his service and in the light of the above 
facts and circumstances, the workman has no case and 
th^' have rightly entered the date of birth of the workman 
in various statutory records as 1-1-1950. It is also pleaded 
by the Party No. 1 that the Board’s certificate of standard 
8th submitted by the worieman is not certified by the Board 
itself and the same has been issued by the head of a school 
in the year 1972 as mentioned in the said certificate and as 
such, the same cannot be treated as Authentic Board 
Certificate and even though according to the certificate 
produced by him, he had passed 8th board in 1972 and he 
had been in possession of the certificate at the time of his 
appointment i.e. on 24-1-1974, he neither produced the 
same as proof of his date of birth nor he mentioned about 
his educational qualification, which is evident from his 
original ‘B’ Form and the workman mentioned his age 25 
years a! the time of his appointment and accordingly, his 
date of birth was correctly mentioned as 1-1-1950 and 
besides signing various documents, such as Form ‘A’ and 
Pen 2 of CMPF, Form ‘B’ register, Service excerpt etc. where 
the date of birth of the workman has been clearly mentimed 
as 1-1-1950, the workman has also signed tte^rms PS-3 
and PS - 4 in regard to family declaration and nomination 
relating to Coal Mines Pension Scheme, 1998, in wtiKhhe 
has clearly mentioned his date of birth as 1-1 -1950 and on 
perusal of the said documents and taking into 
consideration the facts and circumstances of the case, it 
is crystal clear that the date of birth of the workman is 
1-1-1950 and his claim that his date ofbirth is 1 -1 -1956 is 
&lse and fabricated and the workman for the first time 
raised the dispute in 2004 and prior to that the workman 
had neither raised any objection orally nor had made any 
representation about the same and it is the workman, who 
had declared his date ofbirth as 1-1-1950 at the time of 
initial appointment and he has confirmed the same, when 
he became the member of CMPF scheme and the claim 
made by him is nothing but afterthought and the workman 
is not entitled to any relief. 

4. In order to prove their respective pleas, both the 
parties have adduced oral evidence, besides placing 
reliance on the documentary evidence. 

The workman has examined himself as a witness in 
support of his claim. One Shri A.C. Kaushik, Personnel 
Manager (Legal), Kanhan Area of WCL has been examined 
as a witness by the Party No. 1. The examination-in-chief 
of the workman and so also the witness for the Party 
No. 1 is on affidavit. 

In his examination-in-chief, the workman has 
reiterated the facts mentioned in the statment of claim. In 
his cross-examination, the workman has admitted that on 
appointment. Form - B register and service register for 
every workman are prepared and the name, father’s name, 
family particulars like married or unmarried, date ofbirth 
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and age are mentioned as per requirement and stated by 
the workman and both the said registers were prepared at 
the time of his appointment and he had informed his date 
of birth as well as his age at the time of his appointment, 
but he did not slate his date of birth as 1-1-1950 and he 
had already passed 8th standard before joining the service 
and Form - B register, Ext. M-3 bears his signature and in 
the said register his date of birth has been mentioned as 
1-1-1950. The workman has further slated in his cross- 
examination that circulars regarding correction of date of 
birth of the employees were issued in 1981 and 1987 and 
the circulars were displayed in the notice board having 
the date of birth and date of entry into service in respect 
of all the employees and objections were invited in case of 
any mistake in the same. He has further admitted that he 
had submitted two forms for Pension scheme as per Ex. 
M-6 and M-sbA in the year 1995 and both the forms bear 
his signature and in those forms, the clerk who filial in the 
forms mentioned his date of birth as 1-1-1950 and he did 
not raise any objection regarding his date of birth at that 
time and Ext. M-7 is his Form - B register maintained by 
Goal Mines Authority Ltd. and Exts. M-8 and M-9 were 
filled in by him for nomination alongwith the pension 
papers and they bear his signature. 

The workman in his cross-examination has further 
admitted that the Board School Certificate, Ext. W-5 
produced by him was not signed by the District Education 
Officer and the same has been signed by the Principal of 
the school and the mark sheet, Ext. W-6 was issued by the 
school and bears the signature of the Principal of the 
school. 

5. The witness for the management in his evidence 
has also reiterated the facts mentioned in the written 
statement. In his cross-examination, this witness has stated 
that at the time of his initial appointment, the workman 
had not filed any document in respect of his educational 
qualification, but the certificate filed by the workman 
shows that he has passed Class - VIII and according to 
the said certificate, the date of birth of the workman is 
1-1-1956 and at the time of initial appointment of the 
workman, he had declared his age to be 25 years. 

6. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the date of birth of 
the workman has been wrongly recorded as 1-1-1950 
instead of 1 -1 -1956 and the workman came to know about 
such wrong recording of his date of birth, from the last 
pay certificate issued at the time of his transfer to Nandan 
Washiery in the year 1984, thereafter he requested for 
change of his date of birth to Party No. 1 and produced 
the Middle pass certificate issued by the Board and mark 
sheet and as per Implementation Instruction No. 76, the 
Party No. 1 is duty bound to correct the dale of birth, 
basing on the Board certificate produced by the workman 
and at the time of his initial appointment at Damua Colliery, 
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the workman did not declare liis date of birth, but submitted 
the copy of his educational certificate showing his 
educational qualification and the Party No. 1 failed to 
follow the Industrial Employment Standing Order Act, 1946 
and incorrectly entered the date of birth as 1 -1 -1950 instead 
of 1-1-1956 and as such, the reference is to be answered in 
favour of the workman. 

In support of such contention, the learned advocate 
for the workman cited the decision reported in (2007) 3 
JCR - 681 (Jhr) (Kamta Pandey Vs. M/s. BCCL and 
others). 

It is necessaiy to mention here that though the 
learned advocate for the workman cited the aforesaid 
decision, such decision was not filed for perusal of this 
Tribunal. 

7. Per contra, it w'as submitted by the learned 
advocate for the Party No 1 that at the time of the initial 
appointment of the workman, as per his own statement, 
his date of birth was mentioned as 1-1-1950 in Form ‘B’ 
register and other records of the management of WCL and 
the workman under his own signature has also furnished 
his date of birth as 1-1-1950 as per Exts. M-6, M-6 A, M-7, 
M-8 and M-9 [the Form' A’ of Coal Mines Provident Fund, 
Form 2 (Pen) of Coal Mines Family Pension Scheme, 1971, 
From “ B register of CM A Limited, Form PS 3 and Form 
PS 4 respectively! and the certificate and mark sheet 
produced by the workman are not authentic Board 
certificate or mark sheet as prescribed in Implementation 
Instruction No, 76 and as such, basing on the same, the 
date of birth of the workman cannot be changed. In support 
of such contention, the learned advocate for the Party 
No. 1 placed reliance on the unreported judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of judicature at Jabalpur (M.P.) in 
Writ Petition No 8094/2008 (T. Narayan Vs. Western 
Coalfields Limited), 

It was further submitted by the learned advocate for 
the Party No. 1 that the workman raised the dispute about 
his date of birth at the fag end of his service and correction 
of date of birth in service record is not permissible at the 
fag end of the service of the employee and the workman is 
not entitled to any relief. In support of such contention, 
the learned advocate for the Party No. 1 placed reliance on 
the decisions reported in (2000) 8 SCC -696 (GM. Bharat 
Cooking Coal Ltd, Vs. Shil Kumar Dushad), 2007 (I) 
MPLJ - 286 (Surendra Singh Vs. State of M.P.), (1994) 6 
SCC - 302 (State of T.N. Vs. T. V \fenugopal) and (2005) 6 
SCC - 49 (State of U P Vs. Shiv Narain Upadhaya). 

8. First of all, I will lake up the contention made by 
the learned advocate for the Party No. 1 regarding 
raising of the dispute by the workman at the fag end of his 
service. 
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On perusal of the documents Exts. W-VII to W-XIV 
and Ext. M-4 and the oral evidence of M.W. No. 1, iU« 
found that the workman raised the dispute regarding 
correction of his date of birth at least from 6-6-1987 and 
not at the fag end of service. Hence, I find no force in the 
contention raised by the learned advocate for the Party 
No. 1 that the dispute regarding correction of age raised 
by the workman at the fag end of his service. Therefore, 
with respect, lam of the view that the judgments cited 
the learned advocate for the Party No. 1 in this respect 
have no application to the present case in hand. 

9. The case of the workman is that his actual date of 
birth as recorded in the Board Certificate is 1-1-1956, but 
Party No. 1 has recorded his date of birth incorrectly in his 
service records as 1 -1 -1950, contrary' to the procedure laid 
down in Implementation Instm^tion No. 76, The workman 
in support of his contention has produced a Board 
Certificate and mark sheet (Exts W-V and VI re^)ectively) 
of passing Class VIII and in which, his date of birth has 
been mentioned as 1 -1 -1956. 

On perusal of the materials on record, it is found 
that the date of birth of the workman has been recorded as 
1-1-1950 in the serv'ice records including the statutory 
register, Form - B. It is also clear that the workman under 
his own signature furnished the same date of birth i,e, 
1-1-1950 in Exts M-6 to M-9. It is also clear from the 
evidence on record that there is no variation on records of 
Party No. 1 in respect of the date of birth of the workman. 

At this juncture, I think it necessary to mention that 
the submission made by the learned advocate for the 
workman that in Ext. M-4 the date of birth of the workman 
was written as 1-1-1956 and subsequently, the same was 
scored out and the date of birth was mentioned as 
I -1-1950 does not hold good, as because, had the date of 
birth of the workman mentioned as 1 -1-1956 in Ext. M4, at 
the time of supply of the same to the workman, and 
subsequently the same been corrected u 1-1^1950, then 
the workman should not have mentioned to eorrect his 
date of birth as 1-M956 in the same. 

10. Though the learned advocate fbf the workman 
submitted that at the time of the initial appointment, the 
workman did not disclose his date of birth, but submitted 
the copy of his educational certificate showing his 
educational qualification, the materials on record do not 
support such contention. The workman neither in his 
statement of claim nor in his evidence before the Tribunal 
has stated a single word about submission of such 

arIn-12. 


certifit^te at the time of his initial ^spointment. It is apparent 
fl»m the materials on record and the averments made in 
the statement of claim by the worieman that the said 
certificate was not produced by him at the time of entering 
into service. 

11. Implementation Instruction No. 76, provides that 
wherever there is no variation in records such cases will 
not be re-opened unless there is a very glaring and 
appearing wrong entry brought to the notice of the 
management. It also further provides that in the case of 
the existing employees. Matriculation Ortificate or Higher 
Secondary Certificate issued by the recognized 
Universities/Board or Middle pass certificate issued by 
the Board of Education and/or Department of Public 
Instruction and admit cards issued by the aforesaid Boards 
should be treated as correct, provided they were issued 
by the said Univcrsities/Boards/Institutions prior to the 
date of employment. 

In this case, as already mentioned above, there is no 
variance in records in regard to the date of birth of the 
workman. The workman has claimed to change the date of 
birth on the basis of Exts, W-V and W-VI, the Board 
Certificate and maik sheet of Class VIII. On perusal of Ext. 
W-V, it is found that the same is not a middle pass asrtificate 
issued by the Board of Education and/or Department of 
Public Instruction. The said certificate is signed by the 
principal of a school. Hence, the said certificate cannot be 
said to be certificate as required by Implementation 
instmetion No, 76. 

In view of the aforesaid facts and circumstances of 
the case, the date of birth recorded in the service records 
of the workman as 1 -1 -1950 and which has been affirmed 
by himself under his own signature in Exts. M-6 to M-9, 
no fault can be found with the action of the Party No. 1 in 
not correcting the date of birth of the workman on the 
basis of the certificate produced by him. Hence, it is 
ordered; 

omm 

The action of the management of the General 
Manager, Western Coalfields Limited, Kanhan Area, Post- 
Dungaria District-Chhindwara in not correcting his date 
of birth as 1-1-1956 in place of 1-1-1950 in the service 
records of Shri Sumant Pande S/o Ramdulare, Operator/ 
Assistant Fitter on the basis of the school certificate is 
legal and justified. The workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 


J P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, ihe 3rd December, 201 2 

■ S.O. 3678. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hcrdl^ publishes the Award (Ref. No, 57/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Amiexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Ciouri Open 
Cast Mine No. 1 of WCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03 -12 >2012 

[No. L-22012/307/2004-IR(CM-TI)l 
B.M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ. R CHAND, PRESIDING 

OFFICER, CGITCUM-LABOIJR COURT, 
NAGPUR 

Case No, CGIT/NGP/57/2005 
Date: 6-11-2012 

Party No. 1 : The Sub Area Manager, 

Gouri Open Cast Mine No. 1 
of WCL, Post-Gouri, Tehsil- 
Rajura, Chandrapur (MS). 

Versus 

Party No. 2 ; Shri Natthuji Raghoba Kawade, 

R/oPovni, Post-Gouri, Tehsil- 
Rajura, Chandrapur (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 06th November, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub»^section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (‘"the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Gouri Open Cast Mine No, I of WC'L and 
their workman, Shri Natthuji Raghoba Kawade, for 


adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/307/2004-IR(CM. 
II) dated 20-7-2005, with the follow'ing schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Gouri Sub Area of Western Coalfields Limited in 
terminating the sci^ ices of Sh. Natthuji Raghoba 
Kawade, General Mazdoor C!at. -I of Gouri Open Cast 
Mine No. 1 vide office order No. Wekoli: Bashe : 
Gouri Ukshe ; Gouri O. C. 1/Kha Aa Pra 337 dated 
i6-01--2004 is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief is the workman is entitled ?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, parlies were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, in response to wh ich, the workman Shri Natthuji 
Raghoba Kawade, (“the workman" in short) filed the 
statement of claim and the management of Gouri Sub Area 
of Western Coalfields Limited ("Party No. I" in short) filed 
the written statement 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that he came to be appointed as a 
general mazdoor Cat-I and rendered honest service for 
nine years and on 4-7-2 00 3, he took charge of the duty at 
the go-down of the mine in the third shift at 12.00 midnight, 
from Shri Nalc, who w as on duty in the second shift at the 
same place and he performed his dut>' very diligently and 
vigilantly, but astonishingly he received the charge sheet 
and suspension order dated 6-7-2003 and in the charge 
sheet, false, frivolous and baseless allegations were made 
against him and he w as charged with international neglect 
in duty and due to such neglect, theft of Company’s 
property had taken place from the store room and on 8-7- 
2003, he submitted his reply to the charge sheet, denying 
the charges levelled against him and explained the facts 
and circumstances of the ease, but his reply was not 
considered and a departmental enquiry was ordered and 
party no. I appointed an enquiry officer, who was of biased 
mind and partial and the departmental inquiry was 
conducted in a farcial manner in a haste and principles of 
natural justice were not observed and his signatures were 
taken on papers, without intimating him the nature of the 
said papers and in the inquiry; management failed to prove 
that the alleged theft of some articles had taken place 
during his duty hours and he was made a scapegoat and 
was victimized by party no 1. It is the further case of the 
workman that the findings of the Enquiry Officer are 
perverse and not sustainable in law' and the conclusions 
arrived at by the Inquiry Officer holding him guilty of the 
charges are baseless, irrational and mischevious and the 
Inquiry Officer failed to consider the matrix facts and 
circumstances of the case and he was not given fair 
opportunity to defend liimsclf and material witnesses were 
not examined to ascertain the truth and his past service 
record was clean and unblemished and the dismissal order 
dated 16-1-2004 passed by the party no, 1 is arbitrary, 
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illegal and tainted by way of victimization and party no. 1 
was engaged in unfair labour practice as contemplated 
under item 5{a)(b)(c)(d)(f) and (g) of Schedule-V of the 
Act and the punishment is absolutely disproportionate 
and repugnant to well settled principles of law and diioctivc 
of the Hon‘blc Apex Court and Hon’ble High Courts 

The workman has prayed to set aside the order dated 
16-1 -2004 and to reinstate him in sendee with continui^ 
and hill back wages. 

3. The party no. 1 in their written statement have 
pleaded inter alia that the workman was initially appointed 
as a general mazdoor cat-I vide order dated 17/20-10-94 
and he was w'orking as Chowkidar and was posted at 
Gouri OCM-I to guard the office premises and go-down/ 
store and on 4-7-2004, he was on duty in the third shift 
and on 5-7-2003 at about 9.00 a.m., Shri D.B. Gandcy, the 
Chief Store Keeper broke open the seal of the store for 
inspection of the materials kept in the go-down/storc and 
found the roof of the store to have been broken and 
articles worth Rs. 72,350.08 were stolen and as such, charge 
sheet dated 6-7-2003 was issued against the workman, 
under clause 26.5 of the Standing Orders for “willful neglect 
of work” and the workman was kept under suspension 
during the pendency of the disciplinary action and the 
workman submitted his reply to the charge sheet and as 
the said reply was found to be unsatisfactory’, it was 
decided to conduct a departmental enquiry and Shri R. 
Bhardwaj was appointed as the Enquiry Officer and the 
Enquiry Officer conducted the enquiry impartially and 
observ’ing the principles of natural justice and the witness 
for the management was examined in presence of the 
workman and his co-worker and he was cross-examined 
by the co-worker of the workman and the workman was 
given the chance to adduce evidence in his defence and 
the workman examined himself and one Sri Manohar 
Mishra in his defence and the workman also submitted 
his say in writing on 7-10-2003 and the Enquiry Officer 
submitted his report holding the workman guilty of the 
charges to the Competent Authority and the Competent 
Authority after considering the report and the 
proceedings of the enquiry was satisfied that the enquiry 
was conducted properly and by following the principles 
of natural justice and by order dated 16-1 •2004; dismissed 
the workman from services and the punishment imposed 
against the workman is just and proper and no illegality 
was committed by them and the workman is not entitled to 
any relief 

4. As this is a case of termination of the workman 
from services, after holding a departmental cnquiiy, the 
validity of the departmental enquiry was taken as 
a preliminary issue for consideration and by order dated 
20-7-2012, the departmental enquiry conducted against 
the workman was held to be legal, proper and in accordance 
with the principles of natural justice. 


5. In this case, no oral evidence was adduced by the 
parties. The workman has filed the copies of his 
appointment order, charge sheet and order of suspension, 
his reply to the charge sheet, his reply dated 16-11-2003 
and order of dismissal dated 16-1-2004. Party No. I has 
filed the copies of the entire departmental proceedings. It 
is necessa^ to mention hero that as the workman did not 
appear on 22-64012 to take part in the hearing of the case, 
order was passed on that date to proceed with the case 
exparte against him. 

6, Before deliving into the merit of the matter, I think 
it necessary to mention the principles envisaged by the 
Hon’blc Apex Court in different judgments in regard to 
the jurisdiction and power of the Tribunal to interfere 
with the findings in a departmental enquiry and punishment 
imposed against the delinquent workman. 

In the decision reported in 2001 LAB IC-2367 (Syed 
Rahimuddin Vs. Director General, CISR) the Hon’ble Apex 
Court have held that: 

“Disciplinary Enquiry : -Finding of fact- 
Interference-Permissible only when there is no 
material for the said conclusion : or that on the 
materials, the conclusion cannot be that of a 
reasonable man. Enquiry Officer dealing with Articles 
of charge chronologically and relevant materials on 
basis of which ultimate conclusion is arrived at. 
Findings of cnquiiy officer cannot be held to be 
findings base on no evidence. Bias of enquiry officer 
also not made out-Enquiry cannot be held to be 
vitiated.” 

In the decision reported in AIR 1972 SC-2182 (M/s. 
The Benaras Electric Light & Power Co. Ltd. Vs-. The 
Labour Court-II, Lucknow), the Hon’ble Apex Court have 
held that: 


“A finding recorded in a domestic enquiry 
cannot be characterized as perverse by the Labour 
Court unless it can be shown that such a finding is 
not supported by any evidence, or is entirely 
opposed to the whole body of evidence adduced. 
In a domestic enquiry once a conclusion is deducted 
firom the evidence, it is not permissible to assail the 
conclusion even though, it is possible for some other 
authority to arrive at a different conclusion on the 
same evidence ” 

7 It is also well settled by the Hon’blc Apex Court 
in a number of decisions that: 

“A disciplinary proceeding is not a criminal 
trial. The Standard of proof required is that of 
preponderance of probability and not proof beyond 
reasonable doubt. 
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where there are some relevant materials which 
the authority has accepted and which materials may 
reasonably support the conclusion that the officer 
is guilty, it is not the function of the High Court 
exercising its jurisdiction under Article 226 to review' 
the materials. If the enquiry has been properly held, 
the question of adequacy or reliability of evidence 
cannot be convassed before the High Court " 

♦ ♦♦ 

The jurisdiction of the Tribunal to interfere with the 
disciplinary matters for punishment cannot be equated 
with an appellate jurisdiction. The Tribunal cannot 
intcrefere with the findings of the enquiry officer or 
competent authoriri' where they are not arbitrary or utterly 
perverse. It is appropriate to remember that the power to 
impose penalty on a delinquent officer is conferred on the 
competent authority either by an act of Legislature or 
rules made under the proviso of Article 309 or the 
Constitution. If there has been an enquiry' consistent with 
the rules and in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice, what punishment would meet the ends of justice 
is a matter exclusively within the jurisdiction of the 
competent authority. If the penalty can be lawfully 
imposed and is imposed on the proved misconduct, the 
Tribunal has no power to substitute its own discretion for 
that of the authority. 

8. It is also settled beyond doubt by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court in a chain of decisions that: 

“The strict rules of evidence arc not applicable 
to the proceedings before the Labour Court/ 
Tribunal.” 

9. Now, the present case in hand is to be judged 
with the touch stone of the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court as mentioned above, 

On perusal of the materials on record, including the 
pleadings of the parties, it is found that nothing has been 
meritioned in the statement of claim as to how the findings 
of the enquiry officer arc perverse. It is found from the 
materials on record that the findings of the enquiry officer 
are based on the evidence adduced in the enquiry, It is 
not a case of no evidence or that the conclusions drawn 
by the enquiry officer are totally against the materials on 
record. Hence, the findings of the enquiry officer cannot 
be said to be perverse. 

So far the proportionality of punishment is 
concerned, from the record, it is found that commission of 
gra\^ misconduct has been proved against the workman 
in a properly conducted departmental enquiiy'. The 
punishment of terinination of the services of the workman 
cannot be said to be shocking disporportionate to the 
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serious misconduct proved against him. As such, there is 
no scope to interfere with the punishment imposed againt 
the workman. Hence, it is ordered : 

ORDER 

The action of the management in relation to Gouri 
Sub Area of Western Coalfields Limited in terminating the 
services of Sh, Natthuji Raghoba Kawade, General 
Mazdoor Cat. 1 ofGoun Open Cast Mine No. 1 vide office 
Order No. Wckoli; Bhasc : Gouri Ukshe ; Gouri O.C.-l/ 
Kha AaPra337 dated 16-1-2004 is legal and justified. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

J.P CHAND, Presiding Officer 

3 2012 

3679 StfWro, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 

^ 34/2009) 

^ t, ^ ^ 03-12-2012 

[K ^-22012/.31/2009-3TT|a3R C^ftt^-II)] 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O, 3679.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 34/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Wani 
North Area of WCL, and tlieir workman, received by the 
Central Government on 03-12-2012. 

[No, L-22012/31/2009-IR(CM-II)] 
B. M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAIv-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No, CGIT/NGP/34/2009 

Party No. 1 : The Chief General Manager, 

Warn Area of WCL, 

Post Bhalar Township, 

Tclisil-Wani, 

YavaUnal (MS), 
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Versus 

Party No. 2 : The Secretary, 

Sanyukta Khadan Mazdoor Sangh 
(AITUQ, 

At Post-Pinipalgaon, 

Tchsil-Wani, 

YavaUnal(MS), 

AWARD 

(Dated; 20th November, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central (joveminent had rcfcircd the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman. Shri Sanjay S. 
Taksale, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/31/2009- 
IR (CM-II) dated 13-10-2009, for adjudication with the 
following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
WCL in not promoting Shri Sanjay S. Taksale, Sr, 
Mechanic to the post of Foreman, Mech/Excv-Gr. B 
(T&S) allegedly ignoring his seniority etc. is legal 
and justified? To what relief is the claimant entitled 
for?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim arid written 
statement, in response to which, the union ‘Sanyukta 
Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (AITUC)”, (“the union” in short) 
filed the statement of claim, on behalf of the workman, Shri 
Sanjay S. Taksale, (“the workmen” in short) staling that 
the workman is entitled for promotion to the post of 
Foreman, Grade-B (T&S) ftom 15-11 -2008 and all other 
consequential reliefs. 

3 , The management of WCL, (“Party 1” in short) 
filed the written statement pleading inter-alia that the 
workman is not entitled for the promotion as claimed by 
him. 

4. During the pendency of reference i.e. 20-11-2012 
the representatives for the parties filed a joint applications 
slating therein that there was a amicable settlement 
between both the parties and the workman has already 
been given promotion to the post of Foreman, Grade-B 
(T&S) vide office order no. 1197 dated 30-03-2011, As the 
settlement arrived at by the parties is a legal settlement, 
the application was allowed. As the industrial dispute has 
already been resolved by way of a settlement, it is 
necessary to pass a “compromise” award. Hence, it is 
ordered : — 

O Tpl —/V 


ORDER 

The reference may be treated as “compromise” 
award. The application dated 20-11-2012 and copy of the 
office order dated 30-03-2011 are made part of the 
award. 

i .P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

BEFORE THE HON^BLE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT AT NAGPUR 

Ref. Case No. CGIT/NGP/34/2009. 

Secretary, S.K,M.S. (AITUC) 

V/s. 

Western Coal Fields Ltd. 

JOINT PETITION FOR COMPROMISE AWARD 

In the above matter, it is most respectfully submitted 
that during the pendency of the noiatter before the Hon'blc 
Tribunal, the matter has been negotiated by the parties for 
an amicable settlement. 

Since the workman namely Sanjay S. Ihksale has 
already been promoted to the post of T&S Grade ‘B’ 
(Foreman Mcchanical/Excavation) for which the claim had 
been made, the issue stands settled. (MTioc Order No. 1197 
dl. 30-3-2011 to this effect is enclosed, 

It is, tlterefore, jointly prayed that the Reference may 
gractiously be accepted and Awarded as No Dispute 
Award. 

Submitted for gracious acceptance and order. 

For the Workman; For the employer 

1. Sanjay S. Taksale-Forcman Sr. Manager (Personnel) 
T&S Grade ‘B’, Pimpalgaon AHQ, Wani North Area, 
OC Mines of W.C. Ltd. WCL 

2. Ashok T. Mendc, Area 
Secretary, 

S.K.M.S. (AITUC), Wani 
North Area, WCL 

Place: Nagpur 
Date: 20-11-2012 

wtft ’iTtf ijhr 

qTHT VJm, BF. 

1197 30 - 3-2011 

wrafwtr 341^ 

^ U-O-Htb ^ 

^ ^ T^/^ ^ 
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1 No, L-22() 12/15/20(X)-IR (CM -II)) 
B.M PATNAIK, Section Omcer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J, P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFnCER, CGrr-CCM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGrr/NGP/259/2000 
Date: 9-1 1-2012 

Part\' No, I : T he General Manager, 

WCLPench Area, PO: Parasia, 
Distl, Chhindw’ara, (MP). 

Versus 

Partv No, 2 : Shri Mahesh Sulkhey, 

S/o Yashwant Rao, Divya Nagar, 
PC): Palachouri, Tah, Junnardeo, 
Distl. Chhindwara, (MP). 

AWARD 

(Dated : 9ih November, 2012) 

In exercise of the pow ers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCX Pcnch Area and their w'orieman, Shn 
Mahesh Sulkhey, for adjudication, as per letter No. L* 
22012/15/200()-1R (CM-II) dated 25-8-2000, with the 
following Schedule : 


13-5-2011 

3 fWNC, 2012 

'9»r.37r. 3680.—3?|?i)n!<+i 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ tTRT 17 ^ 

^ 3T^4?f5f ^ 

■•^qfcfq, RPT37 (tfM TTtsqr 259/2000) 

^ y«hlp|ld ^ ^ 03-12-2012 ^ 

Trrtct fSTT «n i 

[U T^- 22012 / 1 5/2000-30^ 37R (TTtqi?-II) ] 
Mcidiqcb, aT^vjFT 37f^l^ 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2012 

S.O. 3680. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No 259/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunalcum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of WCL and 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL, 
Pencil Area, PO : Parasia, Distt, Chhindwara (MP) in 
not reinstating Shri Mahesh Sulkhey S/o Yashwant 
Rao, Driver of GM. Office, WCL, Pench Area in 
service is justified'^ If not, to what relief is the 
workman entitled'/” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the w'orkman, Shri 
Mahesh Sulkhey, (“the workman” in short) filed the 
stalment of claim and the management of WCL, (“Party 
No. 1” in short) filed their written statement. 

The case of w’orkman as presented in the statement 
of claim was that he w as appointed as a car driver w.e.f. 
1 -1 • 1976 by part)’ no 1 and was posted at Eklera Sub Area 
of Pench Area and later on he was transferred to the office 
of General Manager, Pench Area Parasia and continued to 
work there asadriveruplo 30-12-1991 and he applied for 
leave for 2 days i .c, 3 -11 -1991 and 4-11 -1991 for going to 
his village, Balaghai to celebrate “Diwali" festival and the 
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leave was duly sanctioned by the Dy. Chief Personnel 
Manager and 5-11-1991 and 6-1-1991 were paid holidays 
for Diwali and while he was in his village, he sufTered from 
some mental disease after Diwali, so he could not able to 
report for duty after the leave period and the party no. 1 
was informed about the same by his leave application dated 
12-11-1991 and he was treat^upto 20-12-1991 and got 
some relief, so he went personally for getting his leave 
sanctioned for further treatment at Balaghat and met the 
Deputy Chief Personnel Manager, Pcnch Area, Shri R.K. 
Singh on 20-12-1991, for sartetion of leave and Shri Singh 
advised him to submit his leave application in dispatch 
section and accordingly, he submit!^ the leave application 
in dispatch section, which was duly received and two 
hours thereafter, he again approached the Deputy Chief 
Personnel Manager to sanction his leave application, but 
the Deputy Chief Personnel Manager instead of 
sanctioning the leave, shouted at him at the top of his 
voice, as a result of which, he suffered from mental shock 
and nervous breakdown and there was an attack of mental 
disease and taking advantage of his such mental sickness, 
the Dy. Personnel Manager took his signature on a letter 
written in English and the contents of the said letter was 
not read over and explained to him in Hindi, the language 
in which he was able to read, write and understand and 
his signature was taken on the said letter by fraud and 
receipt with mala fide intention to victimize him and the 
Dy. Chief Personnel Manager took his signature on 

20- 12-1991 on his resignation letter written in English, 
which was not understood by him and party no. 1 was 
fully aware that he was suffering from mental disease, in 
view of the submission of his leave applications dated 
12-11-1991 and 20-12-1991, in which it was clearly 
mentioned that he was suffering from mental illness and 
under such circumstances, the resignation letter could 
not have been accepted and the resignation letter was 
accepted by the Dy. Chief Personnel Manager hurriedly, 
just after one or two hours of the submission of the same, 
which was highly illegal and against all the legal norms 
and he signed on the letter thinking that his leave 
application dated 20-12-1991 was sanctioned andhecame 
to know from the letter issued to him by the Deputy Chief 
Personnel Manager that the letter signed by him was not 
leave sanction letter, but his resignation letter and as it 
was already 5 PM on 20-12-1991, on the next day i.e. 

21- 12-1991, he wrote a letter to the General Manager, Pench 
Area about the Dy. CPM to have obtained the resignation 
letter from him by fraud and to cancel the resignation 
letter and to allow him to resume duty as driver, but no 
action was taken in the matter and he continued to request 
the party no 1 to take him on duty vide his letter dated 
27-5-1992,28-6-1992, 18-2-1994,20-1-1995,15-2-1996, 
19-3-1997 and 14-7-1997, but the party no. 1 did not 
consider his case and as sucli, he filed an application before 
the Asstt. Labour Commissioner (Central), Chhindwara and 
as the conciliation failed, failure report was submitted to 


the Central Government and the reference was made by 
the Central Govcmmcnl to the Tribunal for adjudication 
and the action of the party no. 1 is highly illegal, irrational, 
arbitrary and mala fide. 

Tlie workman had prayed for his reinstatement in 
service with continuity and foil back wages. 

3. The party no. 1 in their written statement have 
pleaded inter-alia that the reference has been made by the 
Central GovemmeiU assuming certain fkets which did not 
exist and the reference has been made mechanically 
without application of mind and without considering the 
relevant materials placed before them and the tenns of 
reference arc highly prejudicial to them and bad in law 
and as there was no termination, the question of 
reinstatement docs not arise and after resignation from 
the services, no relationship of employer employee existed 
between them and the workman and therefore, the order 
of reference is illegal and bad in law and the workman had 
resigned from services w.c.f. 20-12-1991, where as the 
present dispute was raised on 5-4-1999 i.e. after a lapse of 
about 8 years and the dispute is highly belated and on the 
said ground alone, the reference is not mantainable. 

The further case of the party no. 1 is that that 
workman was employed in GM. Office, WCL, Pcnch Area 
as a driver and he submitted his resignation on 20-12- 
1991, which was accepted by the management and 
communicated to him vide No. WCL/Pcnch/P/IMP/6/1648/ 
91 and thereafter, the worieman claimed refimd of his CMPF 
contribution and the CMPF claim was forwarded to CMPF 
commissioner and the CMPF contribution was paid to 
him by the concerned authority and the workman also 
claimed his gratuity amount with the managomont and as 
there was dispute with regard to the quantum of gratuity 
amount, the workman filed a case claiming gratuity before 
the Controlling Authority-cum-Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner, under the Payment of Gratuity Act, 1972, 
by submitting the prescribed form, “Form-N” and in para- 
3 of the said form, the workman had clearly mentioned 
that, “inspite of submitting resignation, gratuity has not 
been paid. Therefore, the management may be directed to 
pay the gratuity alongwith interest," and he had also 
mentioned in the aforesaid form that, “^plication for 
resignation submitted on 31-12-1991" and after resigning 
from services, the workman collected all the dues due to 
him and at the time of settlement of his dues, the workman 
did not make any representation or any grievance to any 
authority regarding the resignation and the workman never 
reported sick and he also did not submit any application 
for sick leave as alleged and under the Rules, if an 
employee falls sick, he has to report to the Medical Officer 
of the company, who is turn issues sick certificate and on 
receipt of the sick report, the employee is granted sick 
leave as long as required and in this case, had the worionan 
really fallen ill, he would have certainly reported to the 
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Medical Onicerof the company and availed all the faciliiics 
provided by the company free of cost and as tlie workman 
did not report to the Medical OATiecr of the eompuny, it 
can be held that he was not suffering from atty disease as 
alleged and the workman submitted his resignation letter 
on 20-12-1991 and on receipt of the resignation, the 
management accepted the same, because of the fact that 
management cannot force or compel any employee to do 
the work and the D\'. CPM did not issue any letter to the 
workman and the G.M. Office had ser\^ed the aceeptaitce 
of resignation letter to the workman and the workman 
accepted the same without any objection wlialsocver and 
he did not challenge the same for years together and the 
present dispute has been raised as a result of after thought, 
which has not legs to stand in the eye of law and the 
workman did not represent to the GM , on 21 -12-1991 and 
there was no representation from the applicant to be 
decided by he management and the workman is not entitled 
to any relief. 

4. In the rejoinder, it was mentioned by the w orkman 
that the Government has rightly decided his termination 
to be illegal and there existed employer and employee 
relationship and the reference has been made with 
application of mind after considering the relevant matcnals 
placed before the Government and he was suffering from 
mental sickness and he was not in a proper mental state to 
know the correct things and the Dy, CPM is not the 
competent authority to accept the resignation letter of the 
workman and though he had requested the management 
to cancel is illegal termination and allow him for duty vide 
letters dated 21-12-1991,27-5-1992,28-6-1992,19-2-1994, 
20-1-1995,15-2-1996,19-3-1997,14-7-1997 and 134-2000, 
his representations were not considered and he was forced 
to withdraw his CMPF and gratuity amount to avoid 
starvation death of himself and his family members. 

5. It is necessary to mention here that during the 
pendency of the reference, the workman died on 4-3 -2009 
and as such, his legal heirs, namely, Smt. Lalitabai (Widow 
of the deceased workman), Smt. Pooja, (Daughter), Smt. 
Priya (Daughter), Smt. Shraddha (daughter), Ku. Raksha 
(Daughter), Shiv Kumar (Son) and Ku, Shitala (Daughter) 
were substituted in his place. 

6. Besides placing reliance on documentary evidence, 
both the parties have led oral evidence in support of their 
respective claims. 

The workman examined himself as a witness in order 
to prove his case. 

Shri B.C. Chakraborthy, the accountant of GM, 
Office, WCL, Pench Area, Shri I.K. Bhat, the accountant 
Asstt. of GM. Office, WCL, Pench Area and Shri R.B, 
Mitshra, Area Personnel Manager, Pench Area were 
examined as the three witnesses on behalf of the party 
no. 1. 
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7. In his examination-in-chief, which was on affidavit, 
the workman had reiterated the facts mentioned in the 
statement ofclaim. In hiscross^xainination, the workman 
admilled that the documents, E.vts. M-1, M-2, M-5 and M- 
6 bears his signatures. 

8. Shri B.C. Chakroborly, the first witness for the 
party no. 1 in his evidence has stated that on 20-12-1991, 
the workman came to him and told him that due to his 
family problem, he is not in a position to continue in 
service and therefore, he has decided to resign from 
services and to go to his native village and to settle there 
and the workman also requested him to draft an application 
for resignation and accordingly, he drafted the application 
of resignation for the workman and Ext. M-1 is the copy of 
the said resignation letter This witness has further stated 
that the said application was further witnessed by another 
co-worker, namely Shri I K. Bhat. In his cross-examination, 
this witnesses has further stated that he had told the 
workman not to resign from services, but the workman 
asked him to write down the resignation letter and he 
wrote down the same as told by the workman and the 
workman had asked him to w rite the resignation letter in 
English and the workman was in good mental condition, 
when he asked him (the witness) to write down the 
resignation letter. The assertion of this witness that being 
asked by the workman, he wrote down the resignation 
letter has not at all been challenged in the cross- 
examination. 

9. The witness no 2 for party no, I in his evidence 
has stated that he is working as an Accounts Asstt. at 
GM. Office since 1972 and he knew the workman, who 
was working as a driver in GM. Office. Pench Area and 
workman came to accounts department on 20-12-1991 and 
requested Shri B.C. Chakraborthy to draft an application 
for resignation, as he decided to resign from service due 
to domestic problem and Shri Chakraborthy wrote the 
resignation letter as per the requested of the workman 
and he signed on the said application as a witness. In his 
cross-examination, this witness has staled that he had 
identified the signature of the workman. The assertion of 
the witness that the workman requested Shri Chakraborthy 
to write the resignation letter on 20-12-1991 and as per the 
request of the workman Shri Chakraborthy wrote the 
resignation letter and he signed the said application as a 
witness has also not been challenged in the cross- 
examination. 

10. The witness no. 3 for the party no. 1 has stated 
that he is working as the Personnel Manager, Pench Area 
and the workman submitted his resignation on 20-12-1991, 
which was accepted by the management and was 
communicated to the workman and thereafter, the workman 
claimed his CMPF contribution and gratuity amount and 
collected all the dues due to him. 
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In his cross-examination, this witnesses has 
categorically stated that application submitted 1^ the wifb 
of the workman dated 12-U4991 and leave application 
dated 20-11-1991 submitted by the workman were not 
received by the management. 

U. At the time of argument, the learned advocate for 
the workman reiterated the fhets mentioned in the 
statement of claim and rejoinder. It was also submitted by 
the learned advocate for the workman that it is clear from 
the evidence on record that the workman did not submit 
any resignation letter on 20-124991 and taking advantage 
of the mental sickness of the workman, the Dy. Chief 
Personnel Manager induced him to sign the resignation 
letter written in English and soon after the taking of the 
signature of the workman on the resignation letter, the 
resignation letter was accepted and as the workman signed 
the resignation letter due to the misrepresentation made 
by the Dy. CPM, the same is null and void and the Dy, 
CPM was not competent to accept the resignation of the 
workman and the CGM/GM of the area is the authority to 
appoint and accept resignation of an employee, Uicrefore, 
the acceptance of the resignation dated 20-12"! 991 is illeg^ 
and as soon as the workman came to know that his 
signature was taken on a resignation letter, on 
21 -12-1991, he filed an application for withdrawal of the 
resignation and as the withdrawal of the resignation was 
before the acceptance of the resignation by the appointing 
authority, the same is valid and the workman became fit 
for duty after treatment and submitted an application dated 
27-5-1992 to allow him to join his duty along with the 
medical certificate, but the party no 1 did not allow him to 
join duty. It was ftirthcr submitted by the learned advocate 
for the workman that there was never any delayin raising 
the dispute and the workman had submitted number of 
applications starting from 21-12-1991 to 13-4.2000, to take 
him on duty, but the management failed to consider his 
case and the workman was forced to withdraw his gratuity 
and CMPF to avoid starvation and as such, the termination 
of the workman is illegal and the workman was entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back 
wages till the date of death and therefore, the legal heirs 
of the workman are entitled for the ftill back wages and all 
other consequential benefits. 

In support of such contentions, the learned advocate 
for the workman place reliance on the decisions reported 
in AIR 1983 AUahabad-9 (Deenandan Vs. Chhote), 2000 
LAB-lC-1871 (Lalitmohan Vs. Principal Kumaon 
Engineering College), AIR 1968 SC-956 (Ningawwa Vs. 
Byrappa). AIR 1978 SC-694 (Union of India Vs, 
GopalchandraMishra) and AIR2000 SC-1401 (Narein^pal 
Vs. Union of India). 

12. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party no. 1 that it is clear from the evidence 
on record that the workman submitted his resignation 
voluntarily on 20-12-1991 and the resignation was 
accepted by the management and was communicated to 


him as per Ext. M-2, duly signed by late R.fC. Singh, the 
then Dy. Chief Personnel Manager, who expired on 
2-5-1992 and after his resignation, the workman claimed 
refund of CMPF contribution and collected the same and 
the workman applied for gratuity and as there was certam 
dispute with reg^ to the quantum of gratuity, the workman 
filed a ease before the controlling authority under the 
payment of Gratuity Act, 1972 in the prescribed fbrm as 
per Exhts. M-5 and M-5 and in the said applications the 
workman had categorically mentioned that inspile of 
submitting his resignation, gratuity was not paid to him 
and as such, the management be directed to pay gratuity 
along with interest and the workman did not raise any 
{ft)jection for several years and for the first time, raised the 
dispute under Section 2A of the Act before the ALC on 
15-4-1999, after a period 8 years and as such, the claim 
is highly belated and cannot be entertained. It was also 
submitted by the learned advocate for the party No. 1 that 
the workman was not suffering from any disease and the 
workman did not produce any evidence to show that the 
alleged applications submitted by him were received by 
management and it is clear from the evidence of MWs 1,2 
and 3 that workman voluntarily submitted his resignation 
and there was no question of coercion or taking advantage 
of the mental illness of the workman by the Dy. CPM and 
as such, the workman was not entitled for any relief and 
the legal heirs of the deceased workman are also not 
entitled to any relief. 

In support of the contention, the learned advocate 
for the party No. I placed reliance on the decisions 
reported in AIR 2000 SC-839 (Nedungadi Bank Ltd. Vs. 
K.P. Madhwan, 2000 LAB4C-961 (. Kesireddy Vs. 
Managing Director Andhra Pradesh State Warehousing 
Corpn,), 1990 SCC-1808 (M/s. J.K. Cotton Spinning and 
Waving Mills Co, Ltd. Vs State of UP) (1998) 5 SCC-461 
(Nandkeswar Prasad Vs. Indian farmers fertilizers Co¬ 
operative Limited) and 2001 LLM30 (Rajasthan State 
Electricity Board Vs, Brijmohan). 

13, Keeping in view the principles of enunciated by 
the Hon’ ble Courts in the decision cited by the Icarn^ 
advocates for the parties, now, the present case in hand is 
to be considered. 

14. The main claim of the workman was that he 
suffered from mental illness, when he had gone to his 
native village to observe ‘Diwali’ and he was treated fbr 
his illness and bis wife submitted an application for sick 
leave on 12-11 -1991. However, not a single document has 
been filed to show that the workman had suffered from 
mental illness and he had taken medical treatment for the 
same. There is also no cogent evidence on record to show 
that the application dated 12-11-1991 submitted by the 
wife of the workman and the application filed by the 
workman for long leave on 20-12-1991 were received by 
the party no. 1; Though copies of the said applications 
have been filed there is nothing on record to show that 
such applications were received by party no. 1. 
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15. Il isciystal dear from the evidence of MWs 1 to 
.3 that the worieman on 20-12*1991 came to the office of the 
General Manager and requested MW I. Sri Chakraborthy 
to write a resignation letter stating that due to family 
problem he wanted to resign from service and accordingly, 
Shri Chakroborthy wrote the resignation letter and the 
workman after signing the same in presncce of the 
witnesses submitted the same in the o^ce of the Genera] 
Manager and the letter of acceptance of resignation w as 
issued to the workman as per Ext. M-2 from the office of 
the Chief General Manager being signed by the Dy. Chief 
Personnel Manger. There is nothing on record to show 
that the withdrawal letter dated 21-12-1991 and the 
subsequent letters dated 26-05-1992 and 28-6-1992 was 
received by’ the party' no. 1, From the evidence on record, 
it iis found that the workman failed to prove that the 
suffered from mental sickness and he was treated for the 
same and the any leave application was submitted either 
by his wife on 12-11-1991 orbyhimselfon 20-11-1991 and 
that taking advantage of his mental illness or by 
misrepresenting, his signature was taken by the Dy. Chief 
Personnel Manager on the resignation letter and that he 
had submitted an application on 21-11-1991 tothe General 
Manager, Pench Area for withdrawal of the resignation. It 
is also found from the resignation letter, Ext, M-1 that no 
further dale or notice period for acceptance of resignation 
had been mentioned by the workman in the same, so the 
acceptance of the resignation letter and relieved of the 
workman from the service cannot be said to be illegal 
Mqreover, clause 32.1 of the certified standing orders of 
party no. 1 provides that, “Workman (other than those 
who have executed a bond to serve the company for a 
specified period) who wish to leave the company’s service, 
must give the company month’s notice inthe case of 
monthly rated workman and two week’s notice in tlic case 
of the others. The management may, at its discretion, 
accept the resignation with immediate effect or the date 
before the expiry of the notice period”. So, in view of 
such provision empowering the management to accept 
the resignation of a workman with immediate effect, the 
acceptance of the resignation of the workman immediately 
cannot be said to be illegal. It also clear from Exts. M-5 and 
M-6 that the workman had mentioned in those documents 
regarding submission of his resignation. In those 
documents the workman had not mentioned anything 
about taking of his resignation ^ the Dy, Chief Personnel 
Manager by misrepresenting him or by taking advantage 
of his mental illness. So, it is clear from the materials on 
record that the workman voluntarily submitted his 
resignation and the same was duly accepted by the party 
no. 1 and as such, there is no question of termination of 
his services or rcinstatment in service. 

16. Admittedly, the resignation of the workman was 
accepted on 20-12-1991 and the dispute was raised by the 
workman before the ALC(C) on 15-4-1999, about more 
than eight years after the dale of resignation, which is 
highly belated. It is well settled by the Hon’ble Apex 
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Court, that submission of repeated of applications to the 
management cannot be said to be sufficient cause to 
explain the delay in raising the dispute. As the dispute has 
been raised after eight years, the reference can be held to 
be bad in law, (In this regard the decision reported in AIR 
2000 SC-839 (Supra) may kindly be perused). 

17. In view of the discussions made above and as 
the facts and Uie circumstances of the ease in hand are 
quite different from the facts and circumstances of the 
cases referred in the decisions cited by the learned 
advocate for the workman, with respect, 1 am of the view 
that the principles enunciated in the said decisions are 
not applicable to this case. Hence, il is ordered :— 

ORDER 

The action of the management of WCL in not 
reinstating the workman. Mahesh Sulk hey in service is 
justified. Neither the workman nor the legal heirs of the 
workman is/arc entitled to any relief 

J.P, CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 5th December, 2012 

S.O. 3681.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Aw'ard (Ref No. 122/ 
2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-1, New Delhi, now as shown in the 
Annexurc, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s, Hawk Cargo 
Services Pvt. Ltd. and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Governmenion 5-12-2012. 

[ No, L-2(K) 13/4/2012-IR (CM-I)j 

AJHET KUMAR. Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR R. K. VADAV, PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS 
COMPLEX, DELHI 

I. D. No. 123/2012 
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ShriVijendcrKuinar, 
S/o. Shri Rail Ram, 
R/o. Vill. Decnapur, 
P.O. Ni^afgarh, 

New Delhi-110043 


Workman 


Veraua 

1 M/s. Hawk Cargo Services Pvt. Lid 
IGI Airport, New Delhi -100037 

2. Airport Authority of India 
A Block, Rajiv Gandhi Bhawan, 
Safdaijung Airport, 

New Delhi 


3. M/s. DIAL, IGI Airport, 

New Delhi 

4. M/s. JAC Air Services Pvt. Ltd. 

International Cargo Terminal, 

New Delhi • Management 

AWARD 


A contract labour was engaged by a contractor to 
discharge his obligation, relating into the contract entered 
into between him and the principal empl^er. The contract 
worker was irregular in attending to his duties. He was 
called upon to explain tocts by the contractor. However 
he did not mend his ways. His services were dispensed 
with by the contractoron 30-9-2008, The contract labour 
raised a demand for his reinstatement, which was not 
conceded to. Ultimately, he raised an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer. Since the matter could not 
be settled within a period of 45 days from the date of his 
filing application before the Conciliation Officer, he 
approached this Tribunal for adjudication of his grievances 
under the provisions of Section 2A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). 

2 Provisions of sub-section (2) of Section 2 A of the 
Act creates a right in favour of a workman, whose services 
have been discharged, dismissed, retrenched or otherwise 
terminated by his employer, to approach this Tnbunal for 
adjudication of his grievances, after expiry of 45 days from 
the date when he made an application before the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of his dispute, As 
projected by the claimant, he approached the Conciliation 
Officer on 20-3-2012. The Conciliation Officer took up the 
matter for conciliation on 4-5-2012,8-6-2012,16-7-2012, 
24-8-2012. 24-9-2012 and 5-10-2012. Period of 45 days 
from the date of his moving the application before the 
Conciliation Officer stood completed on 4-5-2012. Thus 
be involkes provisions of sub-section (2) of Section 2 A of 
the Act for adjudication of his dispute, claiming that his 
services were dispensed with by 
Services Pvt. Ltd., the contractor, on 30-9-2012. Let the 
matter may be registered as an industrial dispute. 


3, Shri Vishwaranjan Kumar, authorized 
representative for the claimant, was heard over the mailer. 
As projected by the claimani, his services were icnninated 
on 30-9-2008. His claim statement comes in conflict with 
provisions of sub-scction (3) of Swiion 2A of the Act, 
wherein limitation period of throe years has been provided 
to move an application under sub-section (2) of Section 
aA of the Act, for adjudication of the dispute. As mentioned 
above, services of the claimant were terminated on 
30-9-2008. He was entitled to approach this Tribunal for 
adjudication of the dispute, without being referred by the 
appropriate Government, under sub-section (1) of Section 
10 of Ihe Act, within a period of three years from the date 
of his discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise 
termination of his services. Therefore, claimant cannot 
approach this Tribunal now for adjudication of his 
grievances under sub-section (2) of Section 2A, since 
limitation, as provided in sub-section (3) of Section 2A of 
the Act, expired on 30-9-2011. 

4. Claim statement filed is barred by time. 
Consequently, his claim statement is dismissed, being filed 
beyond period of limitation. An award is, accordingly, 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 29-10-2012 ^ 

Dr. R: K. YAD AV, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the SthDeoember, 2012 


S,0. 3682.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
idustrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centjal 
wvernment hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 91/8 ) 

f the Central Government Industrial TribunaVLabom 

lourt, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
[idustrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
ie management of M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd. and their 
reikman, which was received by the Central Government 
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BEFORE TOT CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBlJNAl^ljM^vVBOliR COURT. 
BANGALORE 


Dated: 19th Septembef, 2011 
Present: Shri S.N. NAVALGUND, Presidiufi Officer 
Ca Nft. 91/89 


I Party 

Shri G Muniswamy 
(Since deceased repre¬ 
sented by Kum. Rovajhi 
Daughter of Late G, 
Muniswamy and 
Late Kamala \feni 
deceased workman 
and L R brought 
on record vide 
orders dated 19-7.11 


n Party 

The Managing Director 
M/s, Bharat Gold Mines 
Ltd., 

Suvarna Bhavan, 
Oorgaum Post, 

Kolar Gold Ficlds-563120 


AWARD 


1 . The Central Govermnent by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2 A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) has referred this dispute vide order Ko, L-4.3 012/15/ 
89-IR (Misc,) dated 7-12^1989 for adjudication on the 
following Schedule: 

SCOTDULE 


“Whether the action taken by the management of 
Bharat Gold Mines Limited in retiring Shri G. 
Muniswamy from service with effect from 1-1-1986 
is justifiable. If not, to what relief Shri Munisw-amy 
would be entitled ? 

2, After receipt of the reference on issue of notice to 
both the parties they entered their appearance through 
thear respective advocates and the first party filed claim 
statement on 30-4-1990 and the second party filed counter 
Statement through its Chainnan dated 12-10-1990 

,1. The dispute in this reference relates to the date of 
birth of the first party who came to be superannuated 
w.c.f 1-1-1986. According to the first party he joined the 
second party as Lalxiurer in the year 1945 and worked in 
that capacity till 1957 and fiom 1957 to 1969 as a Maistiy, 
from 1969 to 1980 as a Mali and from 1980 to 1986 till he 
was superannuated as a Foreman, It is ftirther claimed that 
his date of birth is 16-4-1931 as evidenced by his school 
records which was furnished at the time of joining the 
service but the second party while wrongly entering his 
date of birth in his service records as 1927 which was not 
at all brought to his notice till be was served with retirement 
notice w.e.f, 1-1-1986 which is factually incorrect and as 


his date of birth is 16-4-1931 he completes 58 years of 
service 15-4-1989 and could have continued in service 
till 1-1-1990, it is further asserted in the claim statement 
filed by the first party as per rules and regulations issued 
by the Second Party by order dated 4-3-1984 the age of 
superannuation of the workman worked on surface being 
60 years and the age of superannuation in case of 
underground workmen would be 58 years and even though 
the services of some o f the w-orkman were transferred from 
underground to the surface after 28-3-1970 tlicir services 
were ordered to be superannuated at the age of 58 years 
and the same was challenged they were allowed to work 
till attaining the age of 60 years such being the case he 
was entitled to continue in service till 1 • 1-1990, It is further 
asserted immediately on serv ice of notice of retirement his 
re<]ucst to reconsider Itis case and to continue his service 
till he attains the age of 60 years was not considered he 
filed a writ petition before the Hon’blc High Court of 
Karnataka and obtained an interim order of stay on the 
operation of the order of retirement and the said stay order 
when came to be vacated on 31 -7-1986 with an obscivation 
that the matter should be agitated before the appropriate 
forum, he stopped Mic work, Thereafter the BOML 
employees union raised the Industrial Dispute before the 
ALC (C) claiming his retirement as premature retirarafint as 
his date of birth is 16-4-1931 and as the conciliation failed 
it resulted in this reference. 

4. The second party in its counter statement 
contending that the first party while joining the services 
in the year 1945 had declared his year of birth as 1927 and 
had not furnished any records indicating his date of birth 
as 16-4-19^ 1 as claimed by him, in his service records his 
year of birth being entered as 1927 without specifying the 
date and month, giving full benefit up to the end of the 
year, he served W'ith notice of retirement from M-1986 on 
attaining the superannuation age of 58 years, It is further 
contended the first party workman in the year 1964 filed 
PF declaration and nomination form wherein also his year 
of birth was noted as 1927 therefore, his contention that 
his date of birth is 16-4-1931 and that he is eligible to 
continue till 1-1-1990 is baseless and the company as per 
Reference No, 28 dated 30-3 -1970 brought uniformity in 
the age of retirement at 58 years both for surface and 
underground employees and all surfhee workmen already 
in service on 28-3-1970 were allowed to continue in service 
upto the age of 60 years in accordance with rules then in 
force for such eategorv- and infact the retirement age of 
first party' workman which w'as 55 years, as per circular 
dated 30th March 1970 the age of superannuation revised 
to 58 years therefore, he was entitle to continue till attaining 
the age of 60 years is baseless as he never worked on 
surface and factually he worked as an underground 
employee from the date of his employment till the date of 
his retirement. It is further contended that after his 
superannuation when his application to continue his 
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services till attaining the age of 60 years was not 
considered he filed a writ petition No, 19631 and 19632/83 
and obtained interim order of stay tbr the operation of 
order of retirement and later after hearing its objection 
vacated the same on 31-7-1986, he worlmd for 7 months 
even after his retirement 1^ virtue of interim stay order 
passed by the Hon’blc High Court of Karnataka and after 
disposal of that writ petition with observation that he has 
to approach a different forum for corroetion of his date of 
birth, raised this Industrial Dispute which resulted in this 
reference. Thus the management supported its action of 
retiring him w.e.f. I - M 986 and pray for rejection of the 
reference. 

5. On these pleadings of the parties on behalf of the 
second party while examining Shri M. Balasubramanya, 
Personnel Manager, BGMLon 3-5-1991 as MWl service 
book of first party maintained by the management, PF 
nomination said to be in relation to the first party, 
notification dated 2nd December 1963 and 3rd April 1964 
wherein employees were called upon to get their date of 
birth correct^ as Ex. M1 to M4 respectively. Inter alia the 
first party while examining himself on 9-11 -1993 as WW1 
got marked transfer certificate issued by the Headmaster, 
Municipal Higher Secondary School, Gudiyattam (NA) 
said to be in relation to him dated 9’6-1945; Cwtifled c(^y 
of order in Writ Petition No. 19651 and 19652/85 da^ 
16-4-1986 on the flic of Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka 
granting stay against order of retirement, xerox copy of 
the final order passed in the said writ petition dated 29th 
June 1988 as Ex, W1 to W3 respectively. 

6. With the above pleadings, oral and do^unentary 
evidence placed on record by both the sides this tribunal 
had passed award dated 26-11-1997 holding that the 
management is not justified in retiring the first party w.e.f 
1 -1 -1986 and that he was entitled to continue in service till 
16-4-1989, accepting his case that his date of birth was 
16-4-931, When this award was challenged by the 
management in WP No. 6162/1998 on the file of Hon’ble 
High Court of Karnataka, by order dated 18-7-1998 the 
Hon’ble High Court was pleased to set aside the award 
and remit back the matter for fresh disposal for passing of 
fresh award after affording necessary opportunities to both 
the parties to lead evidence afresh if they so desire, with 
further dJservation the management is also free to ascertain 
the correctness of Ex. Wl transfer eortiflcate produced by 
the worker in question and also ^ply for ascertainment of 
the age of the worker by medical examination, It is pertinent 
to note at this stage that though the award passed by this 
tribunal dated 26-11-1997 came to be set aside the 
Hon’ble High Court by order dated 18-7-1998 with a 
direction to dispose off within six weeks from the date of 
receipt of the copy of the order, there was no 
communication of the order and records submitted by this 
tribunal were not returned and after several 
correspondences the Hon’blc High Court of Karnataka 


retimed the records along with the copy of the order dated 
18-7^1998 on 16-6-20U (received this tribunal on 
20-6-2011) stating that the records and the copy of the 
order were mis-sent to the Presiding Officer, Industrial 
Tribunal, Labour Court. K, G Road, Bangalore. Thus after 
receipt of the records and copy of the order of the writ 
petition the matter was restored to its original CR No. 91/ 
89 and both sides were given ^portunity to lead fresh 
evidence, if any, but both did not adduce any fresh 
evidence and argued on the same material placed before 
this tribunal before passing the earlier award, But the wife 
of tile first party workman Smt. M Revathy reporting that 
first party workman died on 11 -8-2009 applied herself to 
come on record as his legal representative and as it was 
submitted the management has no objection she was 
allowed to come on record as legal representative and 
thereafter formally the daughter of the deceased workman 
has been examined as WW2 just to depose about the 
death of the first patty workman leaving behind certain 
LRs, Thus again both the sides without leading any fresh 
evidence, once again addressed their arguments on the 
same material placed on record. 

7, On appreciation of the pleadings, oral apd 
documentary evidence brought on record, in the light of 
the arguments addressed before me by the learned 
advocates appearing for both the sides I am of the 
considered view that the second party was not justified in 
retiring the deceased first party workman from 1-1-1986 
and that he ought to have been continued in service till 
16-4-1989 for the following reasons; 

REASONS 

According to the second party the first party in the 
year 1945 while joining the services as labourer 
declared his year of birth as 1927 without specifying 
the date and month and inspite of issue of circulars 
dated 2nd December, 1963 and 3rdApril, 1964 copy 
of w'hich are at Ex, M3 and M4, the first party did not 
apply for correction of his date of birth and even in 
theycar 1%4 when tiie first party filed PF declaration 
and nomination form wherein also Ms year of birth 
was noted as 1927 his claim that his date of birth is 
16-4-1931 and he was entitled for oontinuation of 
service tilU -1 -1990 is baseless. Inter alia since it is 
the claim of the first party that as per his school 
recorcU his date of birth is 16-4-1931 and the same 
was ftirnishcd by him at the time of joining the 
service the second party wrongly entering Ms year 
of birth as 1927 in the service records without 
affording him any opportunity for its correction 
retired him w.e.f 1 -1-1986, it to be seen whether 
the second party proved the first party having 
declared his year of birth without specifying the 
dale and month as 1927 wMle joining the service 
and that he is falsely claiming Ms date of birth as per 
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school records being 16-4-1931. At the outset I may 
say that the second party has net seriously 
challenged the transfer certificate produced by the 
first party as his transfer certificate issued by the 
Headmaster, Municipal Higher Sceandaiy' School, 
CJadiyatiam (NA) dated 9*6- J 94S which is marked as 
m Wl. Inspite ef the Hen’ble High Court while 
setting aside the earlier award passed by this tribunal 
and remanding the matter fer ftesh dis^sal 
“the management is also firee to ascertain the 
eorreomessof Ex. Wl transftir oertifieate preduged 
by the worker in question. Besides, it can also apply 
for ascertainment the age of the worker by medical 
examination of the worker”, no attempt has been 
made by the management to ascertain the correctness 
of Ex. Wl transfer certificate produced by the 
workman in question, Of course before the copy of 
the order and records submitted to the High Court 
were returned, the first party workman was no more, 
there was no scope for the second party’ to apply for 
ascerminment of the age of worker for medical 
examination. Ex. Wl the transfer certificate relied 
upon by the first party being one issued by the 
Headmaster, Municipal Higher Secondary' School, 
Gadiyaltam (NA) dated 9-6-1945, since according to 
the second party he Joined the serv'ices in the year 
1945 Itself, the claim of the first party workman that 
he showed this document regarding his date of birth 
appears to be more probable in the background of 
certain admissions given by' MWl in his cross- 
examination pertaining to entry with regard to his 
date of birth in Ex, Ml and M2, Of course in Ex. Ml 
against the column date of birth ‘1927’ has been 
mentioned. It is pertinent to note from the cross- 
examination of MW 1 which is as follow: 

“As I see from Ex. Ml first party was appointed 
in 1945, When he was appointed serx'ice card 
would have been maintained. Ex. Ml is not the 
service book maintained from the date of 
appointment. I cannot say since when Ex, Ml 
has been maintained. Ex. Ml has been maintained 
by KGMUL. Around 1962 Mysore Govl. handed 
over the mines to KGMUL. Ex, Ml does not 
show that it has been issued by KGMUL. It has 
been issued by Govt, of India, Nandydoorg 
Mines”, 

This material elicited in the cross-examination 
discloses that Ex. Ml is not a document prepared at 
the time of first party joining his services and it is 
only a subsequent record prepared on the earlier 
service records, therefore, in the absence of 
producing the earlier service records it is not 
possible to accept the version of the second party 
that initially the date of birth of the first party was 
declared and recorded as 1927 without speeilVing 


the date and month. Now coming to another 
document produced by the second party claiming 
fitat first party has declared his date of birth as I927 
is Ex, M2 But this dtxjument which is of the Govt, of 
Mysore, the Kolar God Mining undertakings 
Deelamtion and Nomination form there is no 
meufioni ng tljc year of birth being ‘ 1927’ and against 
the column No, I of date of birth day is blank, month 
is blank and year is mentioned as only ‘ 19’, Therefore, 
it cannot be accepted that in this document the first 
party' having declared his date of birth as H927\ 
Thus the second parly having failed to demonstrate 
that the first party liad declared his date of birth as 
1927 when Joining the service and the same was 
entered in his service records, having no reason to 
disbelieve the claim of the first party that his date of 
birth being 16-4^1931 as mentioned in the transfer 
certificate pertaining to him issued by the 
Headmaster, Municipal Higher Secondary School, 
Gadiyattam (NA) dated 9-6-1945. 

8, Since it appears the second party argued before 
the Hon’ble High Court in the Writ Petition that if date of 
birth of the first party is to be accepted as 16-4-1931, in the 
year 1945 when he joined the services of the second party 
his age would have been not more than 14 years, as such 
it cannot be relied upon, in tliis connection the learned 
advocate appearing for the first party bringing to my notice 
the provisions of Factories Act, 1948 and Mines Act 1952 
urged that even as young persons and adolescent used 
to be employed, for the first time in the Mines Act, 1952 it 
is proposed to prohibit the appointment or employment to 
persons below 18 years oi age therefore, the arguments 
that may be advanced on behalf of the management that if 
the date of birth of the first party workman is to be taken or 
accepted as 16-4-1931 he would have been less than 14 
years in the year 194.5 when he joined the services, 
therefore, his claim cannot be accepted and has no force! 
because inter alia on behalf of the management no 
provision was brought to my notice even in the year 1945 
when the first party joined the services there was being 
any prohibition for employment for a person below the 
age of 18 years. Therefore, only because the date of birth 
claimed by the fi rst party as 16-4-1931 is accepted in the 
year 1945 when he joined the services he would have been 
not mere than 14 years as such his claim that his date of 
birth is 16-4-1931 cannot be accepted has no force. The 
contention of the second party that insplte of its circulars 
dated 2nd December 1963 and 3rd April, 1964 wherein 
employees were called upon to get their date of birth 
corrected copy of which arc at Ex. M3 and M4, the first 
has failed to get his date of birth corrected as such he is 
not entitle to claim his correct date of birth being 16-4- 
1931 after the order of his superannuation is also of no 
ax'ail to the second party. Because as per these circulars 
the Supcrtntendent/Hcad of the Department was to prepare 
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the list of ftll workers engaged prier to M -1056 shewing 
tiifiir names, team immberi and date of hifth as nseorded 
and put the same on the natiee heard giving a copy te 
each worker asking him to examine their date of birth as 
notillcd and then in ease th^ dispute the same to be 
produced certain documents for correction. But in Uie 
instant case no copy of list prepared wherein the date of 
birth of the first party being entered in the service records 
as 1927 without specifying the date and month, is 
produced, only because there is no evidence to show that 
the first party did not apply for correction of his date of 
birth pursuant to the circmlars at Ex, M3 and M4, it cannot 
be said that he accepted his date of birth being 1927. 
'rhercforc, this argument or contention put forward en 
behalf of the second par^ is of no avail as such I arrivtjd 
at the conclusion that the second party is not justified in 
retiring the first party w.e.f. 1’I-1986 as he attains the 
superannuation age of 58 years on 15-4-^ 1989 and thereby 
he would have been retired w.e.f 16-4-1989. 

9, In the result I pass the following award: 

AWARD 

The reference is allowed holding that the 
management of M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., is not 
justified in retiring the deceased first party Shri G 
Muniswamy w.e.f 1-1-1986 and that his services 
ought to have been continued till 16-4-1989 as per 
the then prevailing service rules and conditions, The 
second party has to work out the sglatjVwages that 
would have been payable to the first workman 

from l-M986tiU I6th^ril, l989asifhecontinued 
in service till then and pay to his wife who !^s come 
on record as his Legal Representative after 
deducting the payment made to him for being 
continued in service by virtue of interim order passed 
by the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka in Writ 
Petition No. 1965 and 1652/85 till 31-7-1986, 

S. N, NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
2012 

W.MT, 3683.—1947 (1947 
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Now Delhi, the 5th Deoember, 2012 

8,0, 36*3.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref 23/2010) of 
(he Central Govemment Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Bmakulam now as shown in the Annexure in tiie Inchistrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Kochi R<^neries Ltd. (Kochi) and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-11-2012. 

[No. L-300U/13.14/2010-IR(M)1 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
£»b^VKULAM 

PRESENT: 

Shri D, Sreevallabhaa, B,Sc., LL.a, Presiding Officer 
(Thursday the 25th day ofOctober. 2012/3rdKarthika, 1934) 
LD. No. 23/2010 

Unions I The General Seerettuy, 

Cochin Refineries Workers 
Associations, 

VPP1/427, Anibalamughal. 
Cochin-682302 

1 The General Secretary, 

Kochi Refineries Workers Union, 
Ambalamughal, 

Kochi (Kerala)-682 302 

By Adv. Shri C- Anil Kumar - 2nd Union 

Management The General Mana^r (HRD), 

Kochi Refineries Limited, 
Ambalamughal, 

Kochi (Kerala)-682 302 

By M/s. Menon and Pai 

This case coming up for final hearing on 8-10-2012 
and tltis Tribunal-cum-La^ur Court on 25-10-2012 passed 
the following ; 

AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour by Order No. L-30011/13-14/ 
2010-IR (M) dated 13-7-2010 referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

’‘Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. BPCL-KR in withdrawing the concessionary 
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supply of kerosene in violation of the prevailing 
practice and the aasumnee given at the time of merger 
of the erstwhile Kochi Rchneries Ltd. with BPCL, 
without providing adequate compensation to the 
employees in this regard is fair and justifiable'? To 
what relief they are entitled 

2. Management is a Central Oovemment public sector 
undertaking under the administrative control of the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Oas. It was started in 
Uieyear 1966 at Ambalamughal InEroakulam District. At 
that time the company was known as Kochi Refineries 
L<d. During 2006 it was amalgamated with Dharnt Petroleum 
Corporation Limited in accordance with Sections 391 and 
394 of the Companies Act. There are about 1400 workmen 
and about 300 employees in the supervisory and 
managerial category in the company. Right from its 
inception there was supply of kerosene to them at 
subsidized rate. It was unilaterally stopped by the 
management through its circular dated 3-94007. Stoppage 
of the supply of kerosene at subsidized rate 1ms resulted 
in raising this industrial dispute by the two unions in this 
case. 

3, After the receipt of the summons issued in this 
reference 1st union did not appear and participate in the 
proceeding, 2nd union entered appearance and filed claim 
statement with the prayer for restoration of the supply of 
kerosene at subsidized rate to the workmen and also making 
claim to get monetary value of the concession from the 
date of its stoppage to the date of restofaiion. The 
allegations made in support of it are that the benefit enjoyed 
by the workmen for a long period became a scr\ iee 
condition and its discontinuance is in violation of 
Section 9 A of the Industrial Disputes Act as it is a customary 
concession coming within 8th item in fourth schedule and 
that the stoppage of which without issunanee of the 
mandatory notice is illegal. As per the terms of the scheme 
made at the time of amalgamation the terms and conditions 
of service applicable to the employees shall not be less 
favourable than those applicable to them prior to the 
effective date. The reason stated by the management for 
the stoppage of supply of kerosene is that it is because of 
the Government policy that supply of kerosene at 
subsidized rate is only to people who are in the Below 
Poverty Line (BPL) and/or having no LPG connection, 
The management being an industrial establishment is not 
bound to implement Government policy witliout following 
the statutory safeguards available to the workmen as per 
the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, They are 
not provided with any eoneession in the rates of LPG 
cylinders to make it as a reason for withdrawing the 
kerosene subsidy. The Government policy is only with 
regard to the supply of kerosene through Public 
Distribution System and hence the order dated 3^94007 
for stoppage of supply of kerosene at subsidized rate is 


unsustainable. Hence it in necessary to direct the 
management to restore the privilege and to pay them the 
monetaiy value of the concession illegally denied to them 
from the date of its stoppage to the date of its restoration. 

4. In the written statement filed by the management 
the supply of kerosene at subsidized rate from the time of 
its inception in 1966 is not disputed. But it is oontended 
tliat supply of 18,5 litres of kerosene per month was only 
to the employees staying outside the company quartors 
and the supply of so much quantity tp those employees 
occupying the company quarters was bi-monthly at the 
public distribution system rates, rhe company wag started 
at a remote area and at that time the employees were 
experiencing much difficulties in obtaining fUel frircooking 
purpose, The introduction of supply of kerosene at PDS 
rates was primarily to mitigate the hardship of employees 
of an oil company to get fuel for cooking purpose. This 
hardship is no longer relevant as deposit fire priority 
double cylinder LPG connection are available to the 
employees. SubsequentJy the management had 
discontinued the subsidy for supply of kerosene to its 
employees pursuant to the policy decision of the 
Government of India to supply kerosene at subsidized 
rate only to the people who are in the below poverty line 
and/or having no LPG connection. The management 
cannot violate the Government guidelines/policics and 
hence it was decided to discontinue the supply of kerosene 
at Public Dislnbutiou System (PDS) rate from 2007 
onwards. But the supply of kerosene was continued to be 
made available to the emplyees at open market rate. There 
is no violation of Section 9A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act as there was eomimmnce of supply of kerosene at 
open market rate. There is no violation of the terms and 
conditions of sen-ice or violation of the Merger Agreement, 
The supply of kerosene at PDS rate no way means an 
entitlement or serv ice condition. It is only a welfare 
measure, the continuance of which is not relevant any 
more in the change ol circumstances. There was periodical 
revision in line with PDS rale in the past also. The supply 
of kerosene as such was not stopped. The management 
being a public sector undertaking coming under the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas is bound to comply 
with the directions issued by the Government of India 
from time to time. Hence there is no change in the 
conditions of service 

5. No rejoinder was filed by the 2nd union after 
affording opportunity for that purpose. 

6. For the purpose of deciding this relbronoe one 
witness was examined from the side of 2nd union as WWI 
and Exts. W1 and W2 were marked. For the management 
one witness examined as MWl but no documentary 
evidence was adduced 
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workman in respect of any matter specified m the 4th 
schedule shall effect such change without giving to the 
^vorkman likely to be affected by such change a notice in 
the prescribed manner of the nature of the change 
proposed to be effected or within 21 days of giving such 
notice. The conditions of serv'ice for change of which notice 
is to be given under Section 9 A arc specified in the fourth 
schedule in the said Act. Item 8 is withdrawal of any 
customary concession or privilege or change in usage. 
The discontinuance of the benefit of supply of kerosene 
at subsidized rate whether has become a condition of 
services requires consideration in this case. It is already 
fttund that it has become a customaiy' concession Hence 
it is a ease of change of service condition. In such a case 
it is necessaiy to have compliance with the requirements 
under Section 9A of the said Act. On the ground that it is 
as a pan of compliance of the Government of India policy' 
it was stopped cannot be accepted as a reason for non- 
compliance of the provision. In Calcutta Elecincity Supply 
Corporation Ltd. v. Calcutta Electric Supply Workers’ Union 
(1993) 1LLJ 874 the employer-company had a scheme of 
giving medical benefits to its employees which was 
withdrawn after coming into operation of the Employees’ 
Slate Insurance Act, 1948 on the ground that the medical 
benefits under the Act were more generous. The emplc^ees 
disputed this decision of the management on ground of 
contravention of the provision of Section 9A of the Act. 

Irt that case it was held by the Apex Court that there was 
nothing in the ESI Act or the regulations framed thereunder 
wjuch enables the employer to withdraw the pre-existing 
bejnefits merely because the employees came to be covered 
by that Act. There is nothing in this case to show that 
there was any direction from the Government of India for 
the stoppage of the supply of subsidized kerosene to the 
employees. Even if there was any government policy with 


under Section 9A of the said Act. Hence it can be held that 
there is violation of tlie condition of service as envisaged 
under Section 9 A with the .stoppage of supply of kerosene 
at subsidized rale to the employees of the management. 

11. Point No, 3 : In view of the findings on Point 
Nos, I and 2 I find that the action of the management in 
withdrawing the concessionary supply of kerosene to the 
empiyecs is not fair and justifiable and hence it is liable to 
be restored But tlic claim for allowing the employees to 
get monctaiy value from the dale of stoppage to the date 
of restoration is not liable to be allowed in view of the 
facts and circumstances in this case. Hence the 
management is hereby directed to restore the supply of 
kerosene at subsidized rate to the employees within one 
month from the date of publication of this award. 

The award will conic into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette, 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
25th day of October, 2012 

D. SREE VA1.LABHAN, Presiding Officer 
Appendix 

Witness for the Workman : 

^^1 Sajeev Kumar P.P,, General Secretaiy, 

Kochi Refineries Workers’ Union, 
Ambalamughal, Cochin. 

Witness for the Management: 

MWI -- SarangaKumarR.,Managcr(Ben.Admn.) 

Kochi Refineries Limited, Ambalamughal, 
Cochin 


regard to the supply of kerosene at subsidized rates 
through PDS the management cannot put an end to the 
cuitomaiy concession enjoyed by the workmen for a very 
long time. It has become a service condition and if it is to 
be withdrawn it requires compliance of the mandatory 
requirement of issuance of notice and observance of 
waiting period under Section 9Aof the said Act, 


Exhibits for the Workman: 

W1 — Photocopy of the Notice dated 
3rd September, 2007 issued by S. 
Mjayakumar, Dy, General Manager (HR) 
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.. 
Kochi Refinery. 


10. Management has got a case that supply of 
kerosene at subsidized rate was only a welfare measure 
and as the supply of kerosene is continuing there is no 
violation of any service condition. It is the concession to 
have the kerosene on subsidized rate that is being taken 
away by the management through Ext, Wl. It is illegal 
without compliance with the mandatory requirements 


W2 - - Photocopy of the letter dated iOth June, 

2008 addressed to the Director, PPAC, 
New Delhi by P. Kalyanasundaram. 
Director, Government of India, Ministry 
of Petroleum and Natual Gas, Shastri 
Bhawan. New Delhi, 

Exhibit for tile Management — Nil 
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New Delhi, the 7{h December, 2012 

S.O. 3684.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herdiy publishes the Award (Ref. No. 90/2001) 
of the (jovemment Labour Court, Pune as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the Director, National Chemical Laboratory, 
Puneandtheirworkman, which was rcceivedby theCentral 
Government on 26-11 -2012. 

[No. L'4201 l/35/2tXi0'IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANN£XURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, FIRST 
LABOUR COURi; PUNE 

(Presided over 1^ Mr. M.S. Bodhankar) 

Ref. IDA. No. 90/01 

Exh.No. 1 

BETWEEN 

The Dir«;tor, 

National Chemical Laboratory, 

Pashan, Pune, 

Maharashtra-411 (X)8 —First Party 


ShriS.S Naphadc. 

a-3/B-6, Chintamaninagar Ce-opemtive, 

Housing Society, 

Aundh, Pune —Second Party 


REFERENCE UNDER SECTION KKDfO RW 
SECTION 12(S) OF INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES ACT 

Appearances: Adv. Mr. Anil Kumar for the first party. 

Adv. Mr. R.P. Shaligram for the second 
party. 


AWARDD 

(Delivered on this 29th day of August, 2012) 

1. This reference is made to this Court 1^ the Chiral 
Oovemmenl, Ministry of Labour under SecuoalO(l) and 
?XA)(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act for adjudication over 
the foUowing demand: 

SCHEDULE 

‘'Whether the action of the management of National 
Chemical Laboratory, Pune in compulsorily retiring 
frt>m service of Shri S.S. Naphadc, pharmacist is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the woriunan is 
enUUed ?” 

2. The second party has filed his Statement of Claim 
vide Ex. No. 24. It is submitted that the second party was 
working with the first party since 2-5-1972 as a compounder. 
His service was illegally terminated with effect from 
29-6-95. His last draw salary was Rs. 8000/- per month. At 
the time of his termination his designation was a 
pharmacist. The first party is laboratory concern which 
does research activities in Chemical Science as well as in 
Chemical Engineering. It had issued a charge sheet dt. 
29-11-94 to the second party and suspended him by order 
dt. 30-11-94. He submitted his reply to the charge sheet on 
7-12-94. However, without conidering it, the first party had 
decided to conduct the domestic enquiry in respect of the 
charge sheet dt. 29-11-94. Mr. S.N. Rai was the enquiry 
Officer and Dr. R.V. Choudhari was appointed as the 
management representative. The second party had 
appeared in the enquiry through his representative Mr. 
Ftakash Khandekar. 

3 . It is submitted that if the enquiry had commenced 
on 14-2-95 and it was concluded on 17-2-95. In it, the first 
party had examined seven witnesses naimly J. Shankarao, 

5.5, Khuspc, BM Khan, D.K. Kulkami, Dr. Paul, Ratnasatny, 
VP. ShiralkarandM.J.E^n. In defence, the second party 
has examined three witnesses namely S.T. Gaikwad, Smt, 

5.5. Tenkale and B.K. Gurav, Both sides submitted their 
written arguments. The enquiry Officer has submitted his 
report and findings on 5-6-95. The second party has 
submitted his reply to the said findings on 16-6-95, The 
enquiry officer has fbiled to apply his mind while giving 
the findings. Those are totally perverse. He did not eonsider 
the evidence of the second parly. There arc lot of 
contradictions in the statements of the management 
witnesses which had not been considered by him. The 
witnesses failed to establish the alleged misconduct of the 
second party and still the enquiry Officer held Itim guilty. 
Relying on such perverse findings, the diseiplinary 
authority had held him guilty and inq> 08 ed the punishment 
of compulsoD' retirement. It is unjust and shockingly 
disproportionate. The termination oitodt. 29-6-95 is illegal. 

4 . U is further submitted that as per the procedure 
prescribed under Central Service Rules, the second party 
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had prcfeffed an appeal to the Director General, CSIR on 
4^-95, which wa« dismissed on 3(M-9d m^d the torinimtion 
Older was confirmed which is Ulegal, Hence the dispute 
was raised against it, before the Government Labour C;fflce, 
The dispute could not be resolved there due to adamant 
attitude of the first party. The refbronec is thus sent to this 
court for adjudication. The second party has tried to gel 
alternate employment but he could not get it. He is 
unemployed since his termination and he is suffering great 
hardship. As the order of termination is illegal, he has 
sought for such declaration and to reinstate him in 
with continuity along with full back wages and fdhef 
consequential benefits. 

5. The first party has flled its written statement vide 
Ex. No, 40, All the adverse allegations are detiied by it. It 
submitted that the Serviees cenditiens of the first party arq 
government by the Ceatral Civil Service (Glassification. 
Control and Appeal) CCS (CCA) Rules, as applicable to the 
GcM. of India employees. The second party who was in 
the employment of the Council for Science and Industrial 
Research was compulsorily retired after complying with 
the due process of the law i.e. issuance of charge sheet 
and holding of departmental enquiry in wliich the enquiring 
auftiority found him guilty of serious misconduct, 

6 , It is submitted that the second party was w orking 
with the first party as a Grade-ll (4) employees and 
peiforming the work of a pharmacist in the medical centre 
ofthe first party meant for its employees and their families. 
He was governed by the provisions of CCS (CCA) Rules. 
He was charge sheeted on 29-11-94 for serious misconduct. 
The charge against the second party was that while the 
sensitive experiments were going on in the laboratorj' 
during working hours, he led a group of 25 persons 
shobting slogans in the premises of the catalyst division 
where dangerous experiments were in progress. He was 
alsd carrying stick. He misbehaved with the then Dy, 
Diitctor of the first party, The second party was issued 
witfi a charge sheet and pursuant to the said charge sheet, 
a dtpartmental enquiry was conducted against him wherein 
he was given fiill opportunity to defend himself After 
conclusion of the inquiry, the Inquiring Authority found 
him guilty ofthe misconduct, On receipt ofthe report the 
Disciplinary authority imposed an order of compulsory 
retirement on the second party. The second part)' could 
have been dismissed from serviee, however taking a 
sympathetic approach, it was decided to award him 
cortipulsory retirement so as to enable him to get other 
benefits. There is no justification ofthe second party to 
challenge his compulsory retirement. The provisions of 
the Central Civil Service (aassification. Control and Appeal) 
CCS (CCA) Rules, arc strictly followed. The second party 
was found guilty of grave and serious misconduct. There 
was no question of condoning his misconduct. However, 
taking a lenient view, he was awarded eompulsary 
retiroment. It is not apunisluncnt. The first party has not 


committed any illegality in imposing the order of 
compulsory retirement, It has thus sought for rejection of 
this reference. 

7. As per the finding recorded for issue no, 2 the 
enquiry conducted against the second party' by the first 
party is held to be lega I, fair and proper and hence now the 
remaining issues arise for my determination and findings 
against them are recorded for the reasons that follow: 



Issues 

Findings 

3) 

Whether the chargu of misconduct 

In the 


levelled against the workman (second 

affirmative 


is proved to the satisfaction of 
the Tribunal by acceptable evidence 7 


4) 

Whether the punishment imposed is 
shockingly disproportionate to the 

In the 
negative 


misconduct proved ? 

5) 

Whether the second party is illegally 
terminated from service by the first 

In the 
negative 


party ? 

0 

Whether the second party is entitled 

In the 


to get the relief as sought V 

negative 

7) 

What order ? 

As per final 
order 


REASONS 

8 . The second party has examined iumself vide Ex, 
No. 86, Whereas the first party' has examined Shailesh 
Kumar vide Ex. No, 88. The argument advanced by Ld. 
Adv. Mr, Shaligram for the second party and Ld. Adv. Mr. 
Anilkumar for the first party is heard. The enquiiy papers 
filed vide Ex, No. 83 are perused. 

AS TO ISSUE N08.3.4 and 5: 

9. The issue nos. 3 and 4 are discussed together for 
the purposes of brevity. It needs to be seen as to whether 
the charge of misconduct levelled against the woritman 
(second party) is proved satisfactorily by acceptable 
evidence and whether the punishment imposed is 
shockingly disproportionate to the misconduct proved, 

10. It is not in dispute that the second party was 
issued with the charge sheet and inquiry was held against 
him, The inquiry Officer had submitted his inquiry report 
and based on that report the first party had compulsorily 
retired the second party from the service. 

11. In his evidence in the Court, Mr. Naphade has 
stated about issuance of the charge sheet to him and about 
his suspension by the suspension order dated 30-11-1994, 
He had replied the charge sheet on 7-12-1994. However, 
without considering his evidence, the enqiry has 
proceeded. He stated that Mr. Rai was the Enquiry Officer, 
Mr. R, V Choudhary was the Management Representative 
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and his representative was Mr. PrakashKhandckar. As per 
his version during the course of enquiry the first party had 
examined seven witnesses in J, Shankarao, S.S. Khuspe, 
BM Khan, D.K. Kulkami, Dr. Paul. Ratnasait^, VP. Shiralkar 
and M.J. Eapen. The second party had examined three 
witnesses namely S.T, Gaikwad. Smt. S.S. Tenkale and 
B.K.Gurav, He slated about the eenduet of the enquity 
and submitted that on its conelusion the enquiry oOfleef 
had submitted hisOndingsea $»%im ti whieh ^ seeead 
party has submitted his reply. He stated that the flndi|]|s 
of the Enquiry OfReor are totally erroneous and he had apt 
eensidered the evidence bmgbt on reenrd by him and his 
written argument and thou^ there was no m^nee against 
him to prove the alleged misoonduct still he was held guil^; 
He stated that accepting suoh findings Ac management 
had illegally terminated him from service. During his cross*, 
examination, he denied the suggestions given to him. He 
admitted that in the order giving him the compulsory 
retirement, it is mentioned that as he had completed 23 
years of service; by considering his past record, he had 
been given the compulsory retirement. As per hi| 
contentions since he was compulsorily retired he did not 
get any other job. 

12, In this regard the witness for the first party Mr, 
Shailesh Kumar had stated that the second party was issued 
with charge sheet for serious misconduct whereby he was 
charged of intimidation and coercion to Dr. Khuspe, a 
scientist working wiA the first party by collecting a mob 
and staging an illegal assembly in the premises of Ac first 
party, He was also charged to the effect that he had along 

with his unruly group entered Ac premises of the catalyst 
division and shouted slogans which continued despite 
the request of the Deputy Director of the first party and the 
shouting grossly affrKried the experiments in Ac laboratory 
and created accident prone on^dronment Acre, capable of 
endangering the life and limb of Ae innocent and sabotaging 
the property of Ac first party. He also stated about conduct 
of the enquiry and holAng of the second party guilty by 
the enquiry officer in his enquiry report. It is submitted 
that on going through all the material on record, as Ae 
misconduct of Ac second party was very serious, as he 
had conducted a noisy demonstration during Ae working 
hours by collecting a mob in Ac premisw of Ac first party. 
Mr. Shailesh Kumar has stated that Ac wiAcsscs in Ac 
enquiry included cmAcnt scientists who had no grudge or 
animosity against Ac second party, He stated that Ac 
cross-examination of Acse wiAcsses did not change Ac 
evidence and Ae misconduct is duly proved of the second 
party and hence, the disciplinary auAority in exercise of 
his powers impbsed the punishment of compulsory 
retirement. 

13. In his cross-examination Shailesh Kumar has 
stated that he had no pcrsonnal knowledge of Ac incident 
but he was deposing as per record. He was not in service 
when Ac incident had happened as he had joined NCt on 


2-1-07, He was unable to state as to which past record of 
Mr. Naphade considered by the punishmg auAority. Here 
the past record is seen to have been checked which has 
resulted in taking a lenient aiqpioach resulting m conq>iilaoiy 
redremem of second party for proved serious misconduct. 
Here it is observed Aat holding of the enquiry and giving 
of the findings by the enquiiy officer, holding Ac sooond 
party guilty is net a position in dispute. 

14. The second party has been ohargod Aat; 

ARTICLEI 

Shri S, $. Naphade while working as Group I! 
(4) dming the periodfrom2-S*19?a dll dateecanmitted 
miseonduct in as mueh as on 10-10-1994 at about 
2.30 p. m. he intimidated, coerced and pressurised Dr 
S.S. Khuspe, Scientist to perform certaA unwilling 
and unpleasant acts during working hours and Aus 
failed to maintain devotion to duty and thereby 
contravened Ac provisions of Rule 3(1) (iO & (A) of 
Ae C.C.S. (Conduct) Rules, 1964 as made applicable 
to the employees of CSIR. 

ARTTCLEn 

That the said Shri S.S. Naphade while 
ftmetioning the aforesaid office and during, the 
aforesaid period committed misconduct in as much 
as on 10-10-1994 at about 3.00 p.m., he 
notwlAstanding the advice Ac instructions of Dr, 
Paul Ratnasamy, Head Catalysts and Inorganic 
Chemistry Division and SIdentist in Director's Chade, 
continued to cause commotion and disturbance by 
leaAng a group of about 2$ slogan Aeuting persons 
in the corridor of Catalysts Division, where highly 
dangerous experiments wore in progress at that time 
and thereby endangered Ac lives of the scientists 
of the Catalysts Division as also Ac property of Ae 
Laboratoo^. Shri Naphade thus failed to maintain 
devotion to duty and acted in a manner unbecoming 
to a Council cmployw and Acreby contravened Ac 
provisions of Rule 3(1) (ii) and (iii) of Ac C.C.S. 
(Conduct), Rules, 1964 as made applicable to the 
employees of Ac C. S. I.R. 

15. The second party has denied this charge. What 
evidence is gathered on record in this regard needs to be 
seen. While going through the evidence i.e. rcwirdcd in 
the enquiry it is seen Aat Ac first management witness Mr. 
Vijay Shankarao is solely a witness to Ae two documents 
i.e. the appointment letter of Ac second party and his 
assessment promotion to Group 11(4), 

16. The second wiAcss Dr. Khuspe was actually 
involved as a victim in Ae incident as per the case of Ae 

TBflfm gemQH t Inhis cxartdnafion in chief, Ac enquiry cffloer 

read him over the statement ^dt. 11-10-94 and he had 
confirmed Ae same as true and correct. In his crow- 
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examination he stated that never before the incident of 
I0th Oetober, ithe seeend ^rty had talked with him. 
fie speciAcally stated that the ineident took place on 
Monday,, 10th October, 1994 at about 2,30 p,m. as Mr. 
Mppha^ had entered his room and asked him to come out 
to garland Mr. Gaikwad who had come with a lease of new 
life. Mr. Khuspe has stated that Dr. Khan was with him at 
the relevant tiine. Mr. Khan in his evidence has afllrmed his 
pfBScncc on the spot at the time of the incident Dr. Khuspe 
has stated that he was reluctant to go out, though asked 
by the second party being busy discussing scientific 
pnablems and as he was not an administrative authorit>’to 
dilscharge such hmetions. As per his version the second 
party alone entered in his room. Mr, Khuspe has maintained 
that when he expressed his reluctance to come out the 
second party started talking loudly became violent and 
started banging the stick on the floor which forced him to 
come out of fear. He maintained that the second party had 
behaved in such fashion. Mr Khuspe has stated that the 
behaviour of the second party was so wild that he could 
net even think of as to whom he had to consult He stated 
the length of stick as 3 Ibet and its diameter to be round 2 
and ‘A inches. Though Mr. Khuspe could not state as to 
hew many occasions the stick was banged on the floor. He 
stated that it was banged on several occasions and it was 
about 10 minutes after the second party had entered his 
ropm that he had decided to follow him seeing his wild 
gestures. He was unable to tell if there were any scratches 
on the floor. 

17. During the cross-examination of Dr. Khuspe he 
had been asked questions relating to Gaikwad whereby he 
h4s admitted about attempt to commit suicide by Mr. 
Gaikwad and that Gaikwad was doing his domestic work 
a^er office hours and on off days for which he used to pay 
hijm. He denied that Gaikwad had to work after 9 p.m. and 
al^o during working houi%. 

18. Here it is observed that the attempt to commit 
sipcide by Mr. Gaikwad by taking poison is stated to be 
the cause of the incident mentioned in the charge sheet. In 
the ofoss-examination of Dr, Khuspe he had been given 
several suggestions regarding happening of such incident 
due to the work Gaikwad was required to do with him. Dr, 
Khuspe had stated about his fright while such incident as 
mbntionod by him, in his evidence had taken place and he 
stated that there was slogan shouting before and after he 
was made to talk by the second party. He stated that the 
second party had asked him to say as he was told to speak 
and he was also asked to say what the second party had 
asked him to say that he would not ask Gaikwad house 
wprk during office hours and he seeks pardon from Mr. 
Gaikwad, As per his version, though he kept quiet the 
second^ppty had repeated this in still louder tone and as 
he was frightened he repeated those words as the second 
party was asking him to say. 


} 9. Thus, from this evidence of Dr, Khuspe it is seen 
titat there is no rebuttal of his evidence regarding happening 
of the incident, Nothing has come on record to dis^lieve 
his version. Same is the case with the third Management 
witness Dr, B.M. Khan who stated that he was present at 
the time of happening of incident for which the second 
party is charged and maintained that the second party^ had 
entered the room of the scientist and terrorized him very 
badly and compelled him to do an act which the scientist 
would ne\’cr do of his own and forced him to apologize to 
Mr, Gaikwad—a worker w hich badly affected the psyche 
and the nervous system of the scientist which was visible 
from his behaviour after the incident, During his cross* 
examination he maintained that Dr. Khuspe has not 
apologized of his own and he had apologized oulof foar, 
He stated that the behaviour of the second party was 
good with him. This version shows that this witness was 
holding no animus against the second party, 

20, Dr. Khan has also maintained that 50 persons had 
been shouting slogans on the day and at the lime of the 
incident mentioned in the charge sheet. He stated that 
from the faces of the scientists there he could visualize 
nervous break downs and adverse effects in their sights, 
He was unable to state about hospitalization of Mr. 
Gaikdwad stating that he had been very’ busy with his 
scientific work and hcncc, did not know. He stated that at 
the time of the incident. He did not consider it necessary to 
inform the security thinking that by the time he woild sp^ 
to the security and they would come to the situation, he 
would get in a better position to come to the rescue of Dr, 
Khuspe. There is substance in this version of Dr, Khan. 
He has stated that regarding the incident that happened in 
the room, he did not consider that the situation warranted 
his intervention. But considering the gathering and tension 
in the corridor he was himself frightened and could not 
decide to intervene. Nothing has come which would show 
any contradictions in his version to that of Dr Khuspe. In 
his re-examination. Dr. Khan was asked how he felt after 
the two incidents on which took place in the room of Dr. 
Khuspe and other outside. He stated that he was very 
frightend, 

2 1. The fourtli management witness Dr. Kulkami is 
also an eye witness to the happening as per management 
ease. He stated that after coming from lunch on 
10-10-1994, he had gone to the library for some reference 
work and he left the library at about 2.30 p.m. It took him 
about 5 to 7 minutes to reach PTC Division and when he 
entered the division he saw 40 to 50 peoples souting 
slogans and Dr. Khuspe being led by the second party 
towards the lounge of P7'C Division. He stated that the 
second party was talking to Dr, Khuspe in high pitch and 
he asked Dr, Khuspe to garland to Gaikwad and as Dr. 
Khuspe was unwilling, the second party who had held 
lathi in his hand, banged it on the floor and created terror in 
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the atmosphere which compelled Dr Khuspe to do the act 
and then the second party had compelled Dr. Khuspe to 
repeat certain words derogatory and humiliating to Dr, 
Khuspe who had initially declined but when the second 
party returned by postures and swayed the lathi in his 
hand and threatened Dr. Khuspe. he uttered some words. 

He stated that Dr. Khuspe had then repeated that he was 
asked to and then there was slogan shouting and then Dr, 
Khuspe left the scene. 

22, Mr. Kulkami had stated that Dr. Khuspe WM 
asked to apologize to Mr Oaikwad and he was at a distsnee 
of 18 to 20 foet from the spot. He admitted that Gftikwad 
was working under Dr. Khuspe. He was unable U» tell the 
reason fbr bospiulization ^Mr, Oaikwad, He stated that 
he left the place after the mob disappeaied- He also stated 
that he did not inform the DOA, AO and/or the SocuritSr' 
Officer about the incident as he was dumb struck for quite 
some time after the incident, He stated of inlbrming to the 
authorities on the next day. He stated that the second party 
had asked Dr Khuspe to garland Mr Gaikwad. He stated 
that the lathi was 3 feet long and about 1.5 to 2 inches in 
diameter, The length of the lathi stated by him and Dr. 
Khuspe is same. He also stated that the slogans were 
shouted as Bhartiya Kamgar Sangh Zindabad and Kamgar 
Ekta Zindabad and few more. He stated that it would be not 
be derogatory and humiliating if a senior scientist of Ms 
own accord apologizes to a person holding lower position 
but to force a senior scientist to apologize by act of 
terrorizing before a whole crowd is derogatory and 
humiliating. 

23 The management witness Ratnasamy also stated 
that he had come out of his office after hearing noise out of 
his office. Ho stated that the behaviour of Mr. Naphade 
around 3 pm on 10-10-1994 had caused undue disturbance 
to the activities of the division in the preparation of catalysts 
and his behaviour would have resulted in a major damage 
to the property of NCL and lives of NCL employees. He 
maintained that the behaviour of the second party gave 
impression that he wanted to discuss the activities and 
the consequences of his activities would have endangered 
public life. As per his version he was the eye witness to the 
incident and the catalyst synthesis activities and such 
operations were going on in the division which \wuld have 
caused explosions if the parameters have deviated from 
the preset values. He stated that such a diing can happen 
if the attention of the scientist is diverted elsewhere. He 
stated of having stopped the experiments in catalyst 
synthesis division due to the distuibance caused as the 
behaviour of the mob could not have been predicted when 
it was in an excited stage. There is definite substance in 
this version of Ratnasamy. There is no rebuttal of his version 

regarding the stopping ofthe work. That the undergoing 
work was required to be stopped shows the gravity ofthe 
happening. His version shows that he was the eyewitness 
to the incident and supported the versions of the oarlior 


inspage men t witnesses. Mr. Shiralkar has also supported 
the version of Dr. Khuspe and other management 
witnesses. The only discrepancy in the version of the 
management witnesses is the number of the persons who 
had accompanied the second party, He stated that those 
had been about 20 to 25 peoples. So is the version of 
Mr. Ratnasamy. There has been some difference in stating 
the number of persons who acconq>aniod the second party. 
The management has issued charge sheet which makes a 
mention of around 25 persons whereas in the version of Dr. 
Khuspe, Khan and Kulkanu there is raontion of 40 to 50 
pcnioiw lA. Adv. Mr. Anil Kumar has argued thrt probably 
in a fear ef the happenings the victim eould not have 
eounted the number of persons and hence, inability te tell 
exact number is not fetal. Ld.Adv. Mr. Shaligarera has 
argued otherwise. I find substance in the submission of 
Ld, Adv. Mr. Anil Kumar. 

24. Mr. Shiralkar has maintained that the second 
party has stick in his hand and there had been slogan 
shouting which was going on. He has stated that he had 
not precisely count the number of persons gathered there 
in the mob. With his such clarificadon, I observe that there 
is no contradiction in his version to that of the other 
management witnesses. 

25. Dr. Eapen has stated that he has seen the second 
party in a group of people on the day of incident in the 
afternoon who had been shouting slogans and though 
Mr. Ratnasamy had tried to stop them they did not stop. 
He categorically stated that he had seen the second party 
in the mob and as per directions of Mr. Ratnasamy they 
had stopped the experiments. He has categorically stated 
that the pressure and the temperatures ofthe mixtures had 
reached a level which needed continuous attention and 
his attention was distracted following the noise outside. 

26. Though there is some diffisrcncc in the versions 
of the management witnesses about the number of the 
persons accompanying the second party, it is seen that 
there is no rebuttal of their remaining version which is 
consistent and it shows that the incident fbr which the 
second party has been charged had taken place. Thus, 
mere inability to state about the number of persons 
accompanying the second party is not found fetal to the 
cause ofthe management. 

27. Regarding the defence evidence, Mr. Gaikwad 
had been the first defence witness. He stated t^t Dr. 
Khuspe had made him to do the works of gardening as a 
gardener and also bringing the gas cylinders and to take 
some articles from NCL to his house. Mr. Gaikwad had 
stated that he had thus taken poison. He stated that after 

returning from the hospital on 10th October, he went to the 
house of second party and along with him wont to his 
superiors and while going, his friends has enquired about 
his health and when he along with second i»rty had gone 
to Dr. Khuspe, he had come out and enquired about his 
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hdalth and put hand and tendered apology. In his cross 
elimination he has stated that he did not state anybody 
about the ill treatment given by Dr. Khuspe. 

28. Gaikwad had been questioned by the enquiiy' 
omocr that prior to taking medicine he had wrote a two line 
chSt wherein he had only mentioned about corruption of 
Mt Joshi and Mr. Shelar. The second party itas tried to 
portray that due to the ill treatment of Dr. Khuspe. die said 
Mr. Gaikwad had tried to edmmit suicide If that was so, 
then it ought to have Ibrmed pan of the suicide note. 
However, there is no such mention and the story stated ^ 
Mr. Gaikwad is an afterthought argued Ld. Adv. Mr, Anil 
Kumar. Though Ld. Adv. Mr. Shaligram has argued 
otherwise, I observe that if the main grievance had been 
about the action of Dr. Khuspe its mention would be dieie 
in the note. It is however, not found there. Mr. Gaikwad has 
been questioned that Dr. Paul Ratnasamy had enquired 
about him and what did he exactly said. Gaikwad has replied 
that he was speaking to the second party and said nothing 
to him, He admitted that the statement made by him earlier 
wa| untrue. This shows that Mr. Gaikwad had spoken a lie 
in the statement made by him. If this is so. then the credibility 
of the version of Mr. Gaikwad is in doubt, 

29. Ld. Adv. Mr, Anil Kumar has placed reliance on 
the authorities in: 

0) Employers, in relation to the management of 
West Bokaro Colliery of M/s, TISCO Ltd,, V/s. 
Concerned Workman, Ram Pravesh Singh; 
reported in 2008IICLR220; wherein it is held 
that, 

“the standard of proof of beyond 
reasonable doubt which is required to be 
proved in criminal cases whereas in the 
domestic enquiry and in Civil Courts, the 
standard of proof is of preponderance of 
probability." 

(ii) Another authority relied upon is Y P. Sarabhai 
V/s. Union Bank of India & Another; 2002II 
CLR 836; wherein it is held that, 

“3. General: 

(1) Every Q^ear Empire® shall at all times 
takes all peasiblo steps to ensure and 
protect the interest of the Bank and 
discharge his duties with utmost integrity, 
honesty, devotion and diligence and do 
nothing which is unbecoming of a Bank 
Officer, 

(2) Every Offico' Employee shall maintain good 
conduct and discipline and show courtesy 
and attention to all persons in all 
transactions and negotiations. 


(3) No Officer Employee shall, in the 
performance of his official duties or in the 
exercise of powers conferred on him, act 
otherwise than in liis best judgement except 
when he is acting under the direction of his 
superior official, 

(4) Every Officer Employee shall takes all 
possible steps to ensure the integrity and 
devotion to duty of all persons for the time 
being under his control and authority." 

30, PW2 Shardabai said she had not seen anybody 
quarrelling and nobody accompanied the second party and 
Mr. Gaikwad. Then in re-examination she was quostimied 
that there was some difference in the time stated by her. 
She stated that she was illiterate and could not see the 
watch, With her such version, there is definitely a doubt 
regarding the time stated by her to be correct or not, 
Though the defence witness No. 3 Mr. Gurav has stated 
that no such incident has taken place in his cross 
examination he stated that he had no knowledge of the 
incident, 

31, On this evidence the enquiry officer has 
submitted his report vide Exh, No, 90 and considered all 
the evidence that has been tendered by the witnesses 
during the course of the enquiiy' and considering the 
evidence of Dr. Khuspe and other management witnesses 
and defence evidence along with the defence statement 
given by the second party. He has on analysis of this 
evidence observed that the evidence of the management 
witnesses had been trustworthy whereas he has also 
observed that, 

“Both the Charged Officer and Shri Gaikwad 
have admitted presence of several employees in PTC 
Division. The statement ofSmt. Tenkale that she did 
not sec any one else besides these two persons 
contradicts the statement of the Charged Officer. Shri 
Gurav saw, Shri Gaikwad and Dr, Paul Rainasamy 
only. He did not see other employees, not even the 
Charged Officer. The testimony of DW-2 and DW-3 
is therefore, rejeeted as unworthy of reliance- 

On ilie other hand, the statement of Dr. Khuspe 
has been corroborated by two senior scientists. Dr. 
BM Khan and Dr. D. K. Kulkarni. Their testimony 
both written and oral clearly establishes that the 
Charged Officer had intimidated, coerced and 
pressurised Dr. Khuspe to perform those unwilling 
and unpleasant acts during working hours.” 

The findings of the enquiry officer arc based on the 
evidence recorded during the inquiry. 
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32. While going through the ortjer passed by the 
punishing authority, it is seen that the punishing authority 
has observed going through the enquiry report that, 

“(1)1 am, therefore, convinced that the evidence on 
record establish unambiguously the misconduct against 
the charged officer. Considering the nature of evidence, I 
am of the opinion that there is no scope tor any justification 
in respect of the conduct of the charged offieor. I aih also of 
the opinion that the charges proved arc of grave nature. I 
consider the misconduct of the charged officer as grave 
due to the general discipline involved in it. 1 am satisfied 
that the charge sheeted officer is given toll opportunity 
and all procedures required under the rules have been 
complied with. 

In view of the above, considering the gravity of the 
offence and considering all circumstances, I hold the charge 
officer guilty of the misconduct mentioned in Memo dated 
29-11-1994, I hold him guilty of violation of Rule 3( I). (ii) 
and(iii)ofC.C.S.(C.C.A.)Rules. 1965. Considering the 
gravity of offence and forthor considering the toct that the 
misconduct of the charged officer had disaitroiM effect on 
the general discipline, I am inclined to pass the order of 
removal on the charged officer. However, in view of the 
fact that since tlic charged officer has put in 23 years of 
service with NCL and further in view of his past record, I 
decide to pass the following order: 

Considering the nature and gravity of the misconduct 
committed by Shri S. S. Naphade, Group II (4) and facts and 
circumstances of the case, I hold that his retention in service 
is not desirable. 

I, Dr. R.A. Mashelkar, Director, NCL, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on me by Rule 12 of the Central Civil 
Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965, 
therefore, hereby impose of Shri S.S. Naphade, Group 11(4) 
the penally of compulsory retirement from service with 
immediate effect.” 

33. The second party is held guilty as per provisions 
of Rule 3(1) (ii) and(iii) ofthe CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964, 
Rules 3 (1) (ii) and (iii) ofthe CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 
lays down that. 

(1) Every Government servant shall at all times: 

(i) maintain absolute integrity; 

(ii) maintain devotion to duty; and 

(iii) do nothing w'hich is unbecoming of a 
Government servant. 

5. I am satisfied that; 

(a) procedure laid down under CCS (CCA) Rules, 
as made applicable to Council employees has 
been followed, 

(b) findings of disciplinary authority are warranted 
by the evidence on record; and 


(c) adequate opportunity has been provided to the 
charged officer to d^end his case, 

6 . The misconduct committed by Shri Naphade was 
quite serious and unbecoming of a Council employees; as 
besides being highly subversive of discipline his act of 
leading demonstration inside the NCL premises during 
working hours created disturbance in research work that 
highly sensitive cxpcriments/laboratoiy work then in 
progress had to be stepped midway to avoid any possible 
mish^ or explosion. 

34. Ld. Adv. Shri R.P. Shaligram has argued that in 
the enquiry report the enquiry officer has given a finding 
that both the charges stand established. But the punishing 
authority has held him guilty for violation of Rule 3(l)(iiKiii) 
of CCS (CCA) (Rules, 1965). U. Adv. Mr. Shaligram has 
argued that but the provisions of 3( l)(iiXiii) of CCS (CCA) 
(Rules, l965)doesnotdescribcanypunishincmandhcnce, 
punishment is imposed under wrong Section, Ld. Adv. 
Mr. Anil Kumar has on the other hand argued that the 
punishment is imposed under CCS (Conduct) Rules tor 
which the charge sheet was issued to the second party 
and the mention of CCS (CCA) Rules in the order ofthe 
punishing authority could be out of inadvertenoe and as 
the enquiry has been held for the charge U/S, 3(1) (ii)and 
(iii) of the CCS (Conduct) Rules the enquiry officer has 
held charges proved under this Annexure I of the charge 
sheet and hence, such mention in the order of the 
punishing authority is not harmfiil for the first party. 

35. Ld. Adv. Mr. R.P. Shaligram has argued that the 
enquiry officer had conducted the biased enquiry solely 
with intention to hold the second party guilty and hence, 
by taking personal interest he had asked questions by 
himself to the witnesses to cover up the admissions given 
by them in their cross examination. He argued that the 
defence witness have clearly shown that no incident ^ 
mentioned in the charge sheet had taken place and there is 
no reason to hold the second party guilty for the same. He 
also argued that if it is stated that 40 to 50 persons had 
gathered on the spot and if it is so why action is not taken 
against them. He argued that some management witnesses 
have stated that 40 to 50 persons have gathered on the 
spot whereas some of the other witnesses have stated that 
20 to 25 persons had gathered on the spot shouting slogans 
thus there is contradictory evidence in this regard. He 
questioned as to what action had taken against others 
who had also given slogans. 

36. On the other hand Ld. Adv. Mr. Anilkumar has 
argued that the charge sheet has been given for the serious 
misconduct committed by the second party and the 
management witnesses have given trustworthy evidence. 
The second party had been union leader who had carried 
out a ‘morcha’ in the office of the first party and committed 
the misconduct as described in the charge sheet and the 
recorded evidence in the enquiry proves the same He 
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argued th^t there was no reason to give false evidence by 
Ihe management witnesses against the second party as it 
is seen that they' had been on good terms with him He 
argued that the misconduct of creating an unlawful 
assembly giving slogans and intimidating the superior 
officers arc such actions which show serious misconduct 
and hence, the punishment of dismissal should have been 
imposed. However, the management had still considered 
the past record of the second party and compulsorily 
retired him from service giving all benefits due to him. He 
argued that thus, the management has not committed any 
illegal act and under such circumstances there is no reason 
to interfere with the action taken by the management. 

37;Herc it is observed on going through the e\'idcnce 
recorded in the enquirj' that the testimonies of the first 
party witnesses have not shaken in their cross-examination 
an4 those arc found sound. Such is not the case witlj the 
defence evidence, Thus the misconduct proved before the 
second party of insubordination, preparing an unlawful 
assembly and creating riotous atmosphere in the premises 
of HlCL and causing fright in the minds of the witnesses 
pretenl and putting the litc of people and property of the 
first party in a dangerous situation. The second party has 
obvtiously not acted for hs individual cause. He is seen to 
havic acted for the cause of somebody else. However, the 
way chosen for such action is wrong as the victim had the 
opportunity to mention about his grievance if any regarding 
Mr. Khuspe to the superior officer and seek redressal of 
his grievance by adopting due process of the law. The 
second party had not done so. It is observed that the act 
of the second party is an act of grave misconduct 
subversive of discipline. Ld. Adv. Mr. Anil Kumar has 
argued that no employer can afford to have an employee 
who commits misconduct as grave as this and the 
pumshment of dismissal from service would be the 
appropriate punishment but still by showing leniency the 
second party is compulsorily retired from sendee. Ld. Adv, 
Mr. R,P. Shaligram has on the other hand argued that the 
puriishmcnt of dismissal from service is most 
disproportionate punishment. He argued that no 
misconduct is in fact proved against the second party, 

38. Considering the evidence and rival argument, I 
observe, conclude and hold that the misconduct proved 
against the second party’ is a grave misconduct and for 
such misconduct the punishment imposed of compulsory 
retirement is not disproportionate punishment and in fact 
it is the most appropriate punishment that could have 
been imposed considering the gravity of charge proved 
The act proved to have been committed by the second 
party is a serious act of misconduct and for such act, the 
punishment of dismissal is the most appropriate 
punishment. However, it is seen that by not taking such a 
harsh step, the first party has in fact taken a lenient view 
considering the past record of the second party and it 
does not require any intervention as definitely the second 


{Part li—S et. 3(ii)] 

party has come out unscratched. Considering all these 
aspects, I observe, conclude and hold that the misconduct 
of the second part\' is proved to the satisfaction of this 
court by acceptable evidence and the punishment imposed 
by the first party is not shockingly disproportionate and 
thus when the action of the first party is legal and justified, 
I conclude and hold that the second party’ has failed to 
prove that he has been terminated illegally from the service 
Hy the first party. With this view' of the matter, holding it 
accordingly I answer issue no. 3 in the affirmative and 
issue nos. 4 and 5 in the negative. 

As to Issue No. 6 ; 

39, As the second party has failed to prove that he 
has been terminated illegally from service by the first party, 

I observe, conclude and hold that the second party is not 
entitled to get any relief With this view of the matter, holding 
it accordingly, i answer issue no 6 in the negative. 

As to Issue No. 7: 

40. In view of the findings recorded for issue no, 6, 

I observe, conclude and hold that the present reference 
deserv'cs to be answered in the negative and thus deserves 
lobe rejected. In the circumstances of the matter, no order 
as to cost. Holding it accordingly, I proceed to pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

(1) The reference is rejected, 

(2) No order as to cost. 

Date: 29-8-2012 
Pune 

M.S. BODHANKAR, Presiding Officer 

17 2012 
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New Delhi, the 17th December, 2012 

S.O. 3685.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1 st January, 2013, as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and 


Chapter-V and VI (except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and B1 u4tieh have already been brought 
into force I of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Haiyana namely :~ 


!k. Name of Revenue 

No. \41iage 

Hadbast 

Nunto 

District 

1 . Badslmhpur 

87 

Gurgaon 

2. Dhunela 

182 

Gurgaon 

3. Alipur 

180 

Gurgaon 

4. Raisina 

184 

Gurgaon 

5. Ghamdoj 

179 

Gurgaon 

6 . Schjawas 

170 

Gurgaon 

7, Dhanwapur 

51 

Gurgaon 

& Bajghera 

61 

Gurgaon 

9. Daulatabad 

53 

Gurgaon 

10, GarauliKhurd 

106 

Gurgaon 

It. GamuliKalan 

48 

Gurgaon 

12 . Karterpuri 

63 

Gurgaon 

13. [slan^iur 

97 

Gurgaon 

14. Kanahi 

73 

Gurgaon 

15. BegampurKhatola 

101 

Gurgaon 

16. Wazirpur 

115 

Gurgaon 

17. Harsaru 

107 

Gurgaon 

18. Hayatpur 

114 

Gurgaon 

19. Dhorica 

120 

Gurgaon 

20. PatliHazipur 

34 

Gurgaon 

21, Bhora Khurd 

136 

Gurgaon 
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